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L ' ) Thls volume _provides a technical summary of research - -
cond cted at the West New York (New .Jersey) Adult Learning Center !
with adults in English as a second language classes. The study. was

" conducted in order to determine the relation of teaching strategies
and performances to the acquisition of skills 1n spoken Englgsh. - R
Student proﬁzczency was megsured at two- ‘points in time, and the
intervenzng instrugtzon was measured daily. Measures of speaking

' facility were either direct measures, of prof1c1ency, such as the Oral s

Proficiency Test,- developed speczflcally for.this project, or were

other measures of knowledge of English. Claesroom observations

provided a cont;nuous record~of both teacher and student behavzor-»

during class séssions and between the two tests dssessing the’ /

+ - giscriminant functiod analyszs were -used to reduce bqth . ,
student-per raance data and teacher-perfornance‘dat to their o
.o underlylnq-danensions. Multiple: regression, canonical correlation, |,
- apd /factor analytic methods. were used to relate the dimensions of
oot téﬁcher%perfonnance to those of student perfonnance. This study .
~ revealed the dnteractions among student characterzstics, initial .
psoflczency, classroon interaction patterns, and final achievement. .
" ' ..The classes. Hlth hagher achievement fell into three’ dist;nct groups -
swhich used different me thods ‘of instruction, and whose students
\\,haryd szmllar background characterastzce; (Author/ﬂ?)
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ThlS report describes a study of the teachers and students in the . .

West New YQFK Adult Learnlng Center. The purpose of the study was to.find

/*« o~
out which atterni of classroom interaction and students chéraqteristics
4’ g‘
/
were %? highly related to the acquisition of oral proficiency in English .

"

*

by adu ts who were learnlng English as a second langudge.

his volume is a summary of the Final Report<of the research conducted

T - . - 3 ©

Bechuse the Final Report<presents detailed and‘complex statiétical analyses '3 .
o

)

23

;
,we have prepared this executive summary wh1ch descr1bes the purpose, methods
and results of the study with the basic statisticdl &ata. Readers interested,

in the details of the statistical analyses may send ‘for the, full- report.
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INTRODUCTION

4—(‘..,,

- . N

. . oy LT o .
The West New York Adult Learning, Center provides a training program in

-
[N o

which adults learn to speak English “as a second language. Th1s report describes

[}

‘the research conducted dur1ng the 1975 *5 schogl year 1n the West.New York Adult_
B
,Learning Center to determine the relatiOn of teach1ng strategies, methodologles,
* > .
- ~ \ hd

and performances to the acquls1tLon of fac1Lity in speak1ng Engl1sh as a second
. f9)

v

language., The methodology used in the study related d1fferences in teach1ng

v
. “

styles and performances among the teachers to differences.rn the acquired
3 . . « v
) ’ . . ' - <

proficiency of their students.

: . i : e R .
. The general methodology used in the study required us to meagure student.
» .. . o
profic1ency at two po1nts in time, and to observe da1ly the 1ntérven1ng

£y

instruction. The measures of speaking facility were elther direct measures
. N - « o™ %
) % . e LY
of‘proficiency, such as the Oral Proficiency. Test geveloped specifigally for- .

this projeét, or were other measures o?ﬁiﬂowledge of English. The observations

provided a continuous record of\both teacher and student behavior-during

class sesgions and were made -between the two pdints of assessmént of’the
. o ; | B L )
students' speaking proficiency.*

\

Factor analysis and canonlcal discr1m1nant funct1on analy31s,were used

‘-

§ 3

. to reduce both-student-performance data and teacher—performance data to their -
. . ' ~ . ¥ Lo e

underlying dimensions. Multiple regression, canonical correlatiom, and factor

B +

analytic methods were used to relate the dimensionsvof teacher performance to
.o . . o -
. NS ,

those&of student performance. * . *

\‘1
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- _/ _.THE MEANING OF PROFICIENCY-IN SPEAKING ENGLISH

) P >
<
© e 3 S

The operﬁpiqnal dEfiﬁiéion of proficiency used in tﬁis study was derived
M ) . L o IS .1 - ¢ .
analysis Qf the goals of the West New York Learning Center, These

>

by an

goals are to facilitate, the aiggisition of English as a:second Ianguege so -

. ' ..

‘- »

that: (1) tgé,adqlt learﬁers can unggistand convérsatidhal’English;a(2) they *°

* . - e . ’

will be aﬂle o communicate in Engfﬁsh in ordinary situations so that they . ’Z

. i . . o - * - . i .
- are adequately understood; and (3) they will acquire the basic structures of
. the language so that the# are;likely to continue to grow in proficiendy.
[N " “w . .

Thxee levels of performance in speaking English .may be distinguished.

The first level is acquisition of the language such that the persoﬂ understands
3 Ny . .

L N

ordinary communfcations to her or him; for example, a person is asked simple

. v * . - > .
. : Lt o . . &
questions such as occur in everyday comversation and is able to understand
l . . -

- \

the question being asked even fhough they cénnné always proyide 'a full or .

-

accurate answer. L . . S ) R \ i) .

A second level of proficiency is represented by the learner being able

to respond to questions or to ‘make statements about himself or herself, what ~;/
' . N » - (]

~ ’

they plan to do, what they think on practical matters, and the like., To

communicate at this level, a person must have acquired the bBasic structures
.. ’ . \ ' .
. of the English language. L . . ., .
0 7 - et

A>person has attained the third level of proficiengy when he pr she can

& ~ B .,

/and statements on hig

' generaté question
>

Fy

or Her own, can extend discourse
74 .
6f stdtements or questions, and in speaking uses more ifmplex
- xr o -

- .. s 1 N -

. i ’_' . - ¢ ; .
g : . . L ) \q i \ - /

,0of these leyels of proficiencysmay have one or more of three
: y . ety .- _
evidence of understanding

s

racteristies: (1) the person spéken to may give
. N \

4 B . »
i~

P - . . . . ‘
- ~the language spoken to him but does not respond with facility or accyracy or

¢ .
e - . . 96 o '

\ . ':’ \ ;‘ e - : . -

. .
. ’ -
. ’ LT L N . -
- . 8 v, M v
M ' . . .
> ”' v . "
- . . . .
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’ completeness' (29 ‘the person may hoth understand and use appropriate structures'

“
'

.. " but ma?’make errors in the use of the.language;,63) the’ person nay both under—
=y \ . ' . ’ . ‘
stand and'respond with appropriate structures and use.theﬁ accuratelv.-
: . \

'g Thus, the;e are two underlylng concepts by which prof1ciency has been

. - - -
. . .

described. Ofte of these concepts describes the level"of language usage .

On thlS dimension performance fanges from™ ,

C AN

available to the 1nd1vidua1

y sufficient usage to comprehend whatﬁls being heard to the ability to generate
Q N

-

o A 2
S ol

» rélatively cbmplex structdres “in extended discourse. o o A

) -~

\ s

The other dimens1on is thag of. the accuracy of the form of the dommunication.

>
-

wAccuracy means ‘that a person uses English sentences which arg structurally

. . ) N
coxrect and (by implication) has also used words correctly.
7 .

e . -
.

-

.
.

he West New York Adult Learning Center /defines thé kinds of structures

€ .

be acquired at eaqh level of instruction. The acquisition and

that are }o'

use of these structures def1nes operatlonally what is meant by prof1ciency.
N , (s .
3 N .

4

e ' . THE MEASUREMBNT OF TEACHING PERFORMANCE =,

~ ‘ ‘<

In this study we were concerned with how teachers teach English as a

. .t

The words;?\how they teéch," imply that we ‘wanted an

- )

~
Sty second anguage.

accurate description of how the teachers organized the classes for instruction;
- . . ° ‘ — : .
what materials they used, how they interacted with the students, and the’

content- that .they .taught. We assigned observers to make daily observations 4‘&‘\

. - il ‘>
~ . «

. . . ’ . _. -
of each of the-teachers in the. classes of the Adult LearningaCenter.,

.+«The method of obsérvatlon was developed by observing the teachers for a

period of several months. The purpose of these preliminary observations was

14 P ‘ - L - '
to familiarize ourselves with how the teachers‘taught.' A,category.system ‘ .

activities was constructed from th1s information.

'which described the teachin

-
H

-




A
C
-
P

D L .

This categdry system was -then' tried out systenatibally and ﬁhrther-reﬁined:_ .
» . . ° '| A ~ ° “ ) + ‘ ‘ N
<~ The final product was a set \of\ categories and a method for observing that

s ' . . . - - - ~
AN - . - Q

. > provided descriptions of the actiVities typically occurring in the classrooms. . *

The obserner checked continuously those categories which described what the N i
. . ., [ i "J . "~ PR -
. " ', > N . .

. teachers and students were doing. - | : < P
s T

7 . ' Thqoretlcal precenceptlons d1d not determlne what G@ should or would

.

s A}

o observe 1n a class.‘*The categorles,\hOWever, do include descr1pt10ns of

teachlng performances associated W1th}two different theories of language:
N instruction pecauseﬁbthavior relevant to them had been observed in the o
' [ 4 <! . ' T . . . = : N
- . . . - .
\ classes of the Center. These two.meéthods are. the audiolingual and the 5N b
] \ ' . * . N . - . °
<o , "siderit way." . . . . ¥ ‘
) - . N e
W . Since.thése t&é me thods are used by.different teachers in the Center,
- * ' - ) ’ ”~ ’\ * N ‘ ’
the category system contains categories to fylly describe either method. It

is possible, therefvore, to stfudy three‘probleﬂs: (1) do the teachers adhare

oo

. .
to a method (Such as the audlornnggal) or do they vary among themselves in
N . ‘9 R

.o ) hew they use 1t, (2) 1s there any ev1dence that one method ' is.more effective /

< I -

., r

than another, e@ther for all students or certain k1nds of students; (3) are

. there elements inﬁeither method which are particularly effective?.f
‘ / : T N a Yoo
;: . ' ' RGN ) . i
C © ' THE SAPLE OF CLASSES STUDIED -~ . )
. . P v - ) . SRR

[ ’ he ~ »
- -~

' The students in the Adult Learning Center ranged in.age from 19 to 73. . .

.
-

. The:majQrity of the students are immigrants from Cubai most of the other |,

oo S By} ‘ ’ .
— stadents are from Caribbedn and South American countries, so that the native .
- ’ o

. ’ . - - .

language of over 90 percent of the studentg is Spanish. J .
l'k“"\ 2 - . ’ - S T '-5~' e o )
. Q ¢ . . %
. lBoth day and evenlng classes were studied; hdhever; the most informative r
- results came from ghe data collected on the ‘day-school classes and th eggre
- it is this sample thay is described here.. "For a cofplete report, contac
the senior author. . . ) : e - - ‘

3 1 ] » ° ' . ’ " . - ¢

-
" T ; -~ e ; .
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. N . . . - -

. There were 14 day—school classes taught by six different teachers which *

. . |
. \
were studle in thlS research PrOJeCtu The majority of classes in the’ day

. X T
school of the Adult Center‘met for an hour-andra-half a ‘day, five days a,

- week:

~

~

“

Table l presents the data on students who were in the Center durlng

the entire perlod of the study from November to June.

.‘,V

’

.

E

<

’

v -
A comparison was

a

‘made bétween the original sample of staéents present in thefCenter in

November,
4

.
«

.

and the sample remaining 7in June.
. - - !

~

between the two samples were found.

d ~

As can be seen by scanniné Table 1

L

-

i

No sighificant differences

.

» there werp more women among the

¢
‘e

da?Lschool students, than ‘men, more did not have a high-school dipLoma than/
. . - L 7 : ‘

.

e

educatioh attained was, about that of the~tenth grade,

had one}.the ﬁean age was approximately 46 yeaﬁs and the meanllevel of

On the -Bve rage ’

~'

tudents had been in . this country s1x;years and had studied Engllsh 1n their

former country and in the Unlted States on the: average for about one year.
\ . N . - . . R .

The occupations held.by the students in their country of origin and in the’

, 4 . ' A

. .. M - ' . ) 2
United States were maialy lower middle class and lower class occupations,

M -

- - -
Lhough there were a number of students whe had had professional occupations
. L \ ’ - - . .

in their former coyntry. .. °

- ‘7 IS . .
[] p) ,
N .
‘ » ~ -

, « 7 . e <. : B *

. ‘T%acher Characteristie¢s —
- e ~ . ;‘l ’ “
: f . ) S v .
’ ' WY L

The teachers fllled out a questlonnalrevasklng for the follow1ng

= - .

informitidn® age<tsex¢ undergraduate institution, undergraduate maJorV

A . :
graduat! institution; g

e

N

1 degree(s) completed; number-or yeLrs teaching;'grade

L )

.

raduate major(s); number of cfedits comp}eted;

et

cJ.e\uai o"tchhing

experle

e

3 number of years teachhng ESL *part- t1me (to night—schoolsadults),

L

number of years teachlng ESL fulﬂ-time to ch11dren,~t

+

>

.

.

J
o- teehs to adultS°
J 9

S R S B S
. . = e ‘;‘(. .’ :"

RN




Wt

°

. T

-

the{r’countrj of origin; but only one was a professional

at the tipe of this st:ud;!.

. ) ~ b | -
2"Level"': students -are assigned to three instructignal levels on the.basis' of

their proficiency in speakinﬁ Engl}sh when-they enter thcbggntc'r. o

» I3 )

* RN

19

G

* . .. . . - .-
E 3 ) N _ 7 _ ’ . * .- N -
¥ N ' 14 v
' - TABLE 1 X K ‘ )
. Day, Schoc;l S,txdent Background Information ~- Deseriptive Statisties =~ - -
. . ’ v . Total ) Freq. by Level2 R
. o Freq. Percent 1 c .2 "3
Number ¢ 81 . - 2% - 28 29 -
Sex: M . 26. 32 9 .. 13 R .
. F . 55 .68 15 . 15 25
Diploma: Yes 32 L 40. 8 10 - . Ty
- No . 49 60 .- 16 . 18 15 o
. P .
- Age:; Mean 46 ] 48 . 45 45
Range 19-70- - 21-69 .  19-70 . 24-67 .
Education: - v e . T
Mean Years : 10 .. 9 . 710 11 .
: Range . “4-16 " 4-16 4-16 4-16 ~ o~
“Time in U. S. : .. . s ¢
Mean Years . 6 6 6 7
Range 124 1-15 1-17 1-24 -
° . Years of English | . : ' e v
. Sthdied-in v, A
Former Couptry NG . . s - )
Meant Years 1.17 +,83 75 7 ,.1.83
N Range 0-12 0-5 0-2 + o .0O-12
° ., -
Years of English e . ) ot
Studied in U. S. ' . U
. Mean Years - 1.17 . .58 1.25 4 " 1.50 -
. Range * 0-3.0 + 0-1.5 0-2.5 0-3:0
Country oF origin. ) ) s ’
Columbia |, -3 - % 1, 2. L9 -
.Cuba / 73 90° 22 25 26 e
- ' Domidican R. O 1 1 "0 0, X :
<L Ecuador o 1 - 1 31 0 v -
s Feru o ‘,0 0 0 0 - MG 1 .
. _ Other A 3 T4, Q.. ‘1 2 .
. N , . . . - ° - ety
. *- - - ) . . .-t
.Ocgupation [ T 1 2 . 3 . . - e
) ‘ 1{ Foreman . , 0/0 0/0 - 0/0 *0/0 // . ’
) 2, Crafisman. 1/0 1/0 0/0 0/0 S/ -
. 3. Sémi-skilled Worker , 6/20 4/4 T2/7 0/9. /= * .
* ., 4. Laborer ' 0/0 0/0 + 0/0 0/0 / . '¢
: 5. ‘'Hoysehold Worker , * o 0/0 040 0/0 0/0 ) ;
6." Personal Service - : 2/7 0/2, 2/5 - 0/0 Lo
7. Fireman/Policeman ofr - 0/0 0/1 @& 0/0 . : L Cea.
- 8. Professional | . . 23/1 5/0 8/0 10/1 < =
o . 9. Technician L 4/1 . 0/0 Yl L t3{1 . .,
5 10." <~Farmer ' o/0 0/0 0/0 0/0 . o
, 11.. Farm Worker e 1/0 1/0 4/0 0/a, T
~12. Busipess Owner "o 10 1/0 0/0 Q/0 g ( .
13. Manage?/0fficial 1/1 o/0 - 1/0 Q/l . - . :
, 4. office Worker - 19/7 7/0 6/4 5/3- .
- . 15, Salespersor - . 4/6 1/0 s 1/3. s 23 e e
. 16, Housewifée .- ~ 13/17 3/5 i 4/2/" 6/10 ’
© 17. Unemployed, .. 0/19 . 0/1Z- 0/6 o/ -%* .= |
. 18. Student v 611 o7 11 3/0 2/0 .
. ' : — R Lt . s
iy *?revtous eohntry/USA; e.83, there were 23 ét‘ddcnt@s who were professionals ih -
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. " number of ESL seminars; number of'ES£-workshops; usefulness of undergraduate

. - -
- Vo . - om0 -
S, h

ekperiences; usefuﬂness of graduate experienge; usefulness of ESL seminars
, : and workshopsy percent of teaching whidh is audiolingual,
- . : . N ) ‘ ’\ .

other; and a statement describing their teaching methods .and philosophy. -

- . ' . «
b -

) . - e . )
o The maJority of teahers were women 4 All s1x teachers had completed some ’

~ - . " . K LN

. i -~ -3

silent way, and‘

- e M

graduate work, three had-complehed a Master's degree and one was working
v ' ! y 3
.. on a second degree. Most of the teachers experience‘hith English as a

e . , . . »
W 4 s, . . -

-

o - 7. . « . \ - . . . \ . - o N
’ N ) g 4 .: .;- . ’.‘ . -‘ * - : . ' y hy
The measures of profiCiency in English were administered at two.different -

: oA

times. 1nigsyember and agaig“during April and Nay._ The first test measured
. M

THE MEASURES ‘OF STUDENT PROFICIENCY IN ENGLISH< .~ - , . °

e

how prof1c1ent the students were/near the beg1nn1ng of -t He™ 1nstruct10n that

P * . - ». N > . .

. they were receiving'that year; the§§econd test measured how proficient‘they
. I . N . - . .

o

. 7 AN .
oo had become after six months of’instructibngk .

The Oral Proficiency Test
»

‘ YThe;ﬁirst_step in developing the 6ral}Brdficiency Test 'was to gather

5

+ » R bl , . . . .
These 132 objectives were then given to the teachers

objectives resulted.

B N ' - . ' R s

Aruitoxt provided by Eric

. . &% . e i
y _ Second Language (ESL) had ‘been “teaching-adults.
. . Oniy‘tyo teachers said they used the,audiclingual method of teaching -t ‘
] ' . ’ - S .
) and estimated that 60-65 percent of their teac?}ng was of th1s kind. The ’
- .o majority of the teaqhers'stated that théy believed that teaching styles ' *
; . should be ecléctic and“that»students should domiiite clasprqbn,interaction.n,‘
L . *,. < ‘ "A‘ Do ] R :.".3 . . A _:’;’ .
?’. » . . ¢ . . . [ Y
. '_, [ . ) ) 5 s ) .

- L . . . ©on EEA T M T,
¢ . .;- . . . . ‘. . \ N . ) . . R R R -, o N L. ';x e A RN N "
~ * from the teachers in the Center a list of objectives for each of their ¢,;3 .,
. . ' , . N M . i M . "
. T ¢ . M . v A T . ‘,91
. + classes. Each teacher provided 20 objectjves and a composite list of 132 ,i
e ’ . * 1 .




who rated each obJective on (1), whether or not it was something they taught,_ !
(2) hﬂw important thex felt it was for proficlency, (3) how much\emphas1s

!
they gave 1t in their classes; and (4) how d1fficult they thought 1t was to

1earn: These objectives and rating were then used to develop the content oo

. . ., .o »

e of the JOra} Proficiency Test. ) : ) I .

. *

% b
& . A .
‘,@g; . The Oral Proficiency Test as an 1ndiV1dually admin1stered 60—1tem test

KY

ghat required the 'student to speak in English. It had three k1nds of itaﬁh__.,~

N

The first set of 1tems were based on representatlve examples of the teachers
H ) . "-\ﬁ\

objectives for eaCh,%Fvel of prof1c1ency. .These_items were in a structured, ~— T
I‘» . _'.~‘ . N o .. .

conversational format and arranged in order of difficulty by, objective. The

. ¢ -

* second type of item invoIved pregsenting the student with agtion pictures;
the student was asked to describe what was occurring in the picture. Both -
- . o ¢ . . .
. ) - v -
types of items .tested the’ student's ability to generate language 'freely.

. B

;~ The third type of item consisted of three Spanish cartoons and ‘the stud$nt
. 6 was .asked to, state in English what was occurring in the cartoons. The ‘ ..
LS , \ -
. ~ :{V:‘
purpose of this type of 1tem was to see if the student could go from idiopatic T
s N S~ St
Spanish to 1diomat1c Engl he i . ) N e
R a 3 ;0 * .
One store on this test was for comprehension, meaning that the student”
“ 4
. ; T - ' ’ )
. . sgave evidence of. understanding the questions asked of him or her but could .

’

2 ~

o ;//7// not produce a correct English response.. The second score was given for,

) . . selecting the approptiate -stficture to use in a response even though the
. 'l' . N - oo e . R L
v - . M - . . N . . b
» . student made other grrors in responding. ‘The third score was for . o
i : ) ~ . ; ) 3 - _ J o
¢
. . ¢ - Ay . . . Y
correctness as well as use of appropriate structures., s . :
! ‘ ' - o . -@%?
) ‘ - o N - ~ -"&i 3 ‘5.
- R » . S . EL I
. - 7 ~
= 1Y .
. " ~ & *
» . é - N
* RS

” 4 b 3
PRI A i 7ext proviea oy eric [ *
o, W LI " . A

2 . ) » 4 ‘ .
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2
- The ,Literacy Test i,

v o
=«

»

“A potential 31de effect of learning to speak ﬁgish\is.that students
nay ;I;;fI;;;;Tt;\read it: ;herefqre, we used a Li %%~Vy Test which Jeasures
. . - - R . o
theﬁﬁunctional feeding‘legglcgf_tﬁe ;1 dent. Iﬁe_materials in the test
.consistyof‘ni:iuggscgﬁ'gig?g;$iag;es on bottles,@forms,‘tables and so cna

There were 50 such items in the Literacy.fest adapted from an oniginal set’

of 170 items ngich~had been developed to measure functional liferacy of

adults who spoke 'Engli~sh.3 L J ’

F .
. Aural Decoding -Test

. We thought that students m1ght also acquire decoding skills

of learnlng to speak English. A test deVeloped or1g1nally to measure t-
. N W ’ ;

decoding.skllls of young children4 was adapted and sed to see lf the'

v

were also acquiring decpd1ng skills.

;o .

Other Measures of Proficienpy

R
.
~

Two othef measures of proficiency were used, the John Test ard Ehg

7
L4 - -~ . - - i !

Morano Test Tﬁe‘CenCEr[had been using both of these tests to e
- . .t . ..!\”
students" initial proﬁggiency in order to place them’in classes.]
¢ P I o - ) s

!
. B . ¥ ) I
§ ". ) ) . I

gMurphy, R. T. Adult Functlonal Reading Study. Educational Testing Service,
Prlncton New Jersey, 1973, « . 4

- . |

. - ¢ . o c )’ L, j/

4Developed by Robert ard Kathryn Calfee, Stanford Univers1ty,;for the
Beginning Teacher Evaluatien Study condiucted for the California Commission
for Teacher Preparation and L1cens1ng by Educat;onal Testing SerV1ce.
Frederick Je McDonald ProJect Director. Py

-

PO A s 7ext provided by ERiC:
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e

U,x} ‘expressing the same idea but only one of which is grammaticaliy correct:y
S o P . .

¥

‘ '/ This oral proficiency test (developed by Linda Lunz of Huuter College)

el

Caa -

John Test - N ‘ S g oo

<

consists of eight pittures about which the student was asked 22 questions. .,

»

oy » S . - % H
The student is given a comprehension score and is rated ,by the tester on - P

N L4 .
, . . . L
-~ . /
fluency, use of structures, pronunciatign and vocabulary. .
t'd . —_—
B 5, -

. - b

Morano Test . e .

‘ .

LR : . . I
The Morano .Test is a paper-and-pencil test of recdnition of correct
" . , N v T . -~ '
;use'of English grammar: It Has 50 jtems each consisting of three ‘sentences
: { ; » ~ . . .
. LT

-5 ¢ ‘

. < Py - . R B
_ { The student, is instructed to read the items.and indicate the correct ) PR

4

. . N rd A
sentence. This'test was also administered as a pretest. °

AR . - N

- Student Performance on the Measures of-Proficiency
o . - +
] - “ [} .. . : ‘: -
Table 2 presents the data on these meas Information is given -

o

ZS.

. . , N . R *@Z
for each test on the number of students taking the test, their mean“score,

the range of scores, the standard deviation of the scores, and the reliability
o o3 R - - * B Ne . - ; .

< b . P * o : : .
of the test® sy ~ . w - .

Description of the Observation System ) : <L '\Y

4 S

-

-
DR

. - iz

A categorical observatlon system. was developed whleh allowed for sequential

-, - -~ . ¢

dsood@ng,of classroom behavior. TA copy of the Observation Coding Sheet 1s shown

- o ’ - ,{

in Figure 1. . $ : .

-, “

LCSRA . xt Provided by ERIC

s

oL

""‘“[ MC

. ~ - T . . -
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% i \ S
1 s b . . =12 - ,
. 4 - s - ) -
4 \ =\ T - . -, -
| ' TABLE.2 : = >

\ . a My 'STUDENT ‘TESTS: DESCRIPTLVE STATISTICS . .. ¢ - R,
Lo . . ' - Vot ‘ . T F / Lo ' . Lo
oo~ / ~ . e / ’ o

o . . A . . 7 "2 [

Instrunent | wfen 7 - -+ N, . -Range ' SD. Reliability.
. f . [ . , . ® o 7] “‘ ‘ , ) ) . :/rk
‘Literacy | “Novdber (re) - (148 o U[82 ! 3-49 12,524 .96 ;
' April (Post) . =~ 119 - /37.91 .~ 11 49 7.2, .89 ¥

U
’

.o
-

. 4 §
- ° - .- °. LN ‘/‘ /. . v ‘ - . /
Y Aural .. November |(Pre) " 148. ///16.72 6-38 ®=7.40 .88 - "
_« Decoding-I - April (Post) : _ 120 28.42 .LQ3:?73 ‘5,33 .81
. : y N L 0 : I,
. T\ Novemper-(Pre). . 148/ [47.84 31-571  5.28 . .74
e " April](Post) . 1 [52.45 . 36=59 © 4.63%  77.e
) - ' L y T, . . . :
' Total * - November (Pre) 48 -7 .74:57 © 49-93  11.03. .89
. April {Pdst) /0 80.88 K 56-95 ~  7.90 . .83
2 Proficiency June (Ppst) . /113' 30,48 .. 2-58 14,66 .96
. Comprehensioy \ ;o N N . '
\ . sy : i / ,_5 ' A . é?\
Correctness’ June (Pdst) / 113; 11,83 0-45 . 8.84, .92
. W . .
* ¢ . of o . 4 S . . .o -
LT Structure’ -« Jyne (Post) 113 { 14,53 | 0-4I 10.16 .93
' . ‘ | - A\ S Lo
.Prompts PO S June (Post) ; 113 ! 9.31 0-26 ) 4.86 92
Ay R , ' ~ \ ’ ; - l - .
John . November (Pre 115 37.27.. 0-70 20,54 .87
- % ¥ .
Morano” ; November (Prg) 118 . 26.82 3-50" .
. . R 4
- ‘e i
» ‘(.f‘ ¢ ’ i
' s . - -
o i;,“ ) ) o .
a — s ‘,; i
. i. . L ’
P . . l. { -
. J .. - ’ ‘_ ) . .
. ; ' ’ R
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* . :Three superordinate catégories-—conﬂéxt (instructional desién), méteria;s,
. . R ) ;o LT - .
and strategy (method of instxuction)--describe the classtoom. setting within Ce

.
7 . >

which the teacher ang.studeni'behavibrs are recorded.h Each of these categories.

is subfdivided; e.g., the contex£°can be dfill, writigg, explaqition,'dictation,

. , 0 - ‘.
. . - . »
.etc,; and each subdivision has a.numerical code. , - . . T - .
* 'The, first group of teacher behavior categories——questions, serial ..
N 2 b C . 9 .

° , - ~ .
. N i

CL . . . }
redirects, ‘direction, models, writes on board, explanation,\and other--are
. . \ id . - - ‘
discrete imstructional behaviors which usually initiate. a teacher—student(s) .

interaction. The né&xt column--class, group, individual--signifies to whom

4
A A
\ .

this ‘behavior is.directed. | ;- ’ ‘ T,
: T . ' . s . s |

. R }

The first group .of student behavior categories—-answers, free response, 1
|

L .

praq;ice,”&rites-on board, reads, chooses not to respond, gsks question,
. : . R i

participates‘iQ conversdtion, student-to-student feedback, and dther-—are P
- D) [ R . s : : 17 .

those 'behaviors which either follow the teacher's igitia; behavior or ''.

. Y- . ‘l.

initiate an interaction.on the part of the student. Conversation and studenti? .
’ ' ' : . . 2! . L
feedback are caded with an "S" if they occur in Spanish rather ‘than English.

N

The next three°cétegoriés——poéitive, correctivé, negdtive-—describe- "
- .- - ' . ‘

»

4 .

<

the possible types of teacher feedbaék. The Secong,éioup.of teacher

- \
-

behavior categories—--models, prompts, asks to repeat, repeats, explanﬁtion, .
: . T T At

~ . . - L AA . . "
writes.on board, direction, question, and other--~designate response ~ -,
- b N
= * . kY
behaviors on the-part of the teagher. - > W ‘ e
. The second. group of stuydent behavior®categories--student models, #

e PR

" student prompts (these two.usually follow a difectioft from the teacher),

answers; free respQFse, practice, writes on board, reads, chooses not to -
. - N »

respond, asks question, participates in eonversdtion, student-to-student
¢ -, . L™

-~ M » )

_feedbackyand other--~describes those’ student behaviofs‘givqn in response o ‘.,

’ ‘. 2 [P { - .
to the’teacher!s response to the student's initial behavior, or response:

f
¢ e ™= f
~ ‘e -

R L R

v .-

- ~
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D

,

4

v for each meeting.

. [l ° a . .
« and means for the 14 day—school classés observed.

AS

'sequnce of dyadic interehanges.

Th% comment columnwallows the - observer to- indicate what« the."other" .

At

° o B 1 e

-

behavior coded on that line is qQr to ' note some unuSual classroom occurrence.
. . 4 - S

observation of each class on, four different days of the week, For those -

classes meeting on%y,two or three times-a week, observations were scheduled

C maL© .o ) . . e ¥ ; .
Table 3:gives tlie observation 1teminpmbers, eategory labels, codes

-
.

¢

Use of the Observation System ~ '
3 - - 1

<

.

-

4

A schedule for observations was prepared’hhich a&lowedffor a Zb—minbte

/-\o' )

-
e

-

Observation of the ciasses'beg%n.J nuary 19th and | |,

”

P4 PN :
" continued through April 1, 1876.

4

2

/

-

-

' . A .7
.
- - .
¥ . Q - .
. v v

-~

The categbry means are

"5 .
the proport10n~of observatlon episodes in which the event was’ observed in

. <

.?

'the ‘classes. -These will, however, ‘add te 1,00 onlyIJhen the behav1ors

v -

.

within a group are mutually excldsive and exhaystive. T

L

yiedded a 23&item response record (see ?able 3), for eac

B

,okseryed in the classroom.

.
- -

3

-

|

Y.\

or a student initiated an interacti

He.

»

|

o,\r'x', and, could o ntin

. . .- - ce
N .
el N

. * . . ) .\' ‘ .
.7 ANALYSIS'OF THE OBSERVATIONS OF TEACHING BEHAVIOR . “:

1 M -~
‘. * .

rd

The.system of recordlng classdoom behayiors empdoyed in, this study

R

K

Esgh'suoh episode bega when elthen the teacher

i

4. ]

. T r ' .
The.participation of other students 1n the

basic pattern of teacher-student interactlons was also reconded Every

, 'An episode is defined as a sequence of behaviors
1t may be initiated by either teacher or student

‘e

’lo .

~

interéhange ‘in eazh sequende of interpction (

!

any particular student.
and .ends when the.teacher addresses or responds to™~

N

i&lsode)‘Las initially recorded

» ‘! [y

et een‘theF teacher and—s

v

er atudent.,

h episode of 1nteraccion _?'

e through an extended‘

Q

L4
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e PN .« TABLE 3 ° - ¢
. . . . s ) Y . - \ - ' *
L . Item Categéries. for Classroom Observation - . . S
. ¥. . Y ) ﬁ' \ . « S
,‘ ’_‘ : . w. > L v ’,_ ! . 1 -
b v ' ‘ - - ~ < ~ - ‘
. . T ot - .
&3 ) , . . Number of P g . D" S ‘
. ' . I{em X CaFego’ries Ca:cgorx Labels * Codes Means+ -
= ) * . ? . e & =~ Q N * ) k
s . N ) o L . éé* v
. . 1 Context - 2 1 Drx}f . ¢ DRILL . .99 .
§ - ) 2, Oeher ~_ . - OTHR .01 . \
v’ 3 ™~ " - hd Ay
T - s o N K o~ -
« 4 ~ . e . N + : ° 4 S VI
D, - 2 “-a:eri’:l M - 7 . 1 Xo Materfals . . NO MATLS 853 , = f%' .
. o ) ' 2 Rods . gODS,~. - 11
- . 3 ‘Cartoons s ,  CARTOONS .02 v
. . ' 4 Pleryrls' . PICTURES .. .05 . . .
o - "+ 5 ufgpeo Sheets MIMEO * .23 P
6 Objects -+ , ) OBJECTS ., .04 .
) N v . 7 Signc Wprds * Y SIGHTWDS .92 .
K . ' = — .
: oo S b T L e - s
) - 3 “trategy/Model . 5 1 Question & Answers . . Q&A e L L N ‘.
L . 2 TFree Response. FR.EE RES ‘%.,6 03 .- ’ . % . .
= ‘ ‘ 3 Repetition.s. REPEAT ’ 00 R 54 i
- . s ) -+ -Z.h ..Dicegted Blalogue , DIREGTED 202 7 Tewd N
o, % PN N 5 DisFuswton: N WO oxscuss‘( .01 ™ vy o r&y
NN e ) . Yo, ) . S - “ : . YU N
" « N - . 7 ok K “ -
. ’ 4 Initial Teacher Behavior . 2 2 . Question o ‘ ) 2 TB1=QUES - « 32 .
“ N . P N **}: "' o , * . ; * -
S0 AN 5 iIatzial Teacner Béhavior 2 2 Models = e . TB1-MODL" * .10 * o A ) ¢
. - N R . . B
e % ! e . . L, .. . R
, . 6 Initial Teacher Behavior 2 2 ‘vlrites ‘on Board., et @, TB1-30B - .05 ‘/‘. " i
- , Lol . - . 0. L . . e .
o .+ 7 -Ipitial Teacadr Behatior ° 4 1 Sc: ul Redirect TBL~-SR . - .o w P
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2 o D - i . — ..
N > [ v — B : - ., , i
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- . 2 Group . e, . . \GROUP - 0~ — .
« I L 3 Inegvigual v INDIVOL L .70 Co
p ~ - ; L P ‘.
- B : * . - . - ‘
9 Inftfal Student Behayior 2 2 Answers i . _SB1-ANSR ,o 38 i
. . -~ * ' . . * ' - ’ )
- 12 Intzial Stulent Behavior o2 2 P ragtices - s *SBL-PRAG_. .11
’ . L) - rl
. e . ) - ] . R s
fL0 ot L 11 Initiai Studeat Behavior ; '8 L Free Re-spo'xse A £, *SBL1-FREE - .03 ‘ . N
’ . . 2 Wrizew Coard .. SBL-WUB .- 201
. ' - . deRead. - SBL4READ °, 9. 0 v ‘
. . . &t ‘Chvoses Not. to, ReSpgnd g SB1-CNOT ) . ¢
v ., e Ce 5 Asks Nuestlon ‘ " 8B1-AR . o1z 4 23 -
. R N 6, Conversation ss1-Cov_ . T.0l S .
R . ' 7 Scu‘.cn:f Studer’lc Feedlzgck SB1- SFBK .02 - . [y
[ P -, 8 Otner *, . N -SBL-OTHR ‘02 ‘ ; )
< ’ P . . - ’ P I P - . e .
s — " — - N /_ * K ) Jﬂ"‘«"' /f‘/ v 4 <, ® ' *
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T, e - . TABLE 3 (Continued) - \ ¢ - \ .
. ( - - =? e 'q
! %‘. ’ s @ .
, " Number of 3 . ) - .
Co \ Item . . Categorfles S Cdtegory Labels Codes Heans+ .~ T .
. . * . - v
, 12" Corrective Feedback ~ 2 2 Corrective . ) \  FB-CORR - .50 ‘ . .,
L ~ © 13 Qualfity of-Feeback: ,. . 7 .° 4 L3 ok . ! . FB-0K \ 07 . - Lo
~ ) » 2 Posicive ) FB-POS .05 -
T, . , . . "3 Negative . FB-NEG - 01 . o
S L e o & Othep . FB-OTHR +¢ .00 &
i : . * s . * ° - .
14. Successive Teacher Behavioy -2, 2 Models _ . » - TB2-MPDI. .22 "
* .y, ] . . . - . ’ T ' .o~ *
- i * - ) PR -
‘ ~% *15 .Successive Teacher Behavior - .2 > 2 Prompts, = . -TB2-PROM . .47
X .. . - ' = - ' *
LR . . . - " - . - . .
‘ o 16 _Succedsive Teache®, Beha‘z_ior 7 1. Asks Stu.d‘ehi to Repeat , » TB2=-ATR v A6, - . -
Aty . - © - 2’ Bepeats. ‘TB2*REP .04% N ) .
. PRI g \ \ . 3 Expladagion . . TB2-EXP .07 , "
W R g , . "\\ . R 4 Writes on Board TB2-WO0B .06 , ' .
‘ . 4 S - .5 “Direction . TB2-DIR,, .02 Y
- o L. ad i . ° . 6 Alternate Response » TB2=-ALT .02 To- .
. . et \- \ 7 Other . . — TB2-OTHR .01 . * PR
. . - : - ° W . - ¢ oL -
> © . ‘ .
e et . . 17 Sudcessive Teaches 3éhavio;‘ . A Quesc Lon. , : ) - TB2-QUES, .09.° o .
N AN . L . ' ’
<= s é Other Scudenc Bebavto:m 5 2 ’ 2 Student Models . ™ SB2..SHODL +09 . v
L. oo p) . . R B X . I N . . » . "
L 19 Other Sct/dem: ‘Bdavior 2 2 Student Prompts, $B2-SPROM” .08 ' ~
.——'—"r—"'\‘f‘_—'"‘——.—&—:—"'————‘—',—"———&——'———'—-—-———-——-«——-———--————-———--—'——a—'——-— — - 1
.o ‘. . . A N . - - N -
=T .. 20 Successive Student Beh:gvioi- , - 2 2 Adswer§ . - b SBZ-—ANSR_ 5 ° ’ i
. A o ’ h k ‘ ’
Ak 5 4 . .
> 21 Successlve Student Behavior 2 . 7 Wrices gn Board _ - SB2}vos ~ - .02 . . ¢
PN . ’ - P k)
s - 22 Succesglve Student Behav{oy 8 1 Frec Response . SB2-FREE .02 . ) p
. o . ' R ’ i 2 Practlces s SBI-PRAC . .22 i G
R . ‘ . . 3 Reads 7, ’ © TSB2-RCAD 02 ¢ ‘ .
. . | [N 4 Chooses not.to ‘{espo‘nd . S§B2-CNOT .00 3 '
- . : . % Asks Ogeséion SG2-AQ 06 W N
. [ - ‘ ' 6 Conversation v Sn2-CoNv . Q0 - - - .
- . , . * - - 7%*Stuydent-Student Feedback SB2-STRK .04 . ‘s
- - g ./ 8. Other - dsd-oTyr .01 . . s
! . - 1 -t
. "t f - oL ﬁ;’f" N l:) v, . , \. .
- - 23 Observer Comments™ <\ e 7 1 General Commuat* Cl-GLNLC 02 N . .
.. . . . \ 2. Studeut Response’ {n Spanish C2-SRSPN .03 . e : -
) . “3 Teacher Action Non-Verbal C3-Ta~Nv e o .
N - LN 4 Backwards Buildup Exercise C4-BLDEX R} S ’ , .
N e ; - * S , TeacheriReads C5-READG .00 . ‘ Y
- . . .6 Teacheg Response {n Spanish * C6-TRSPN .00 o ; -
- B , o “ 7 Comsent on Back of Summary. Shget C7- OTHR 07 - ) * r
+ ’ , - °
. . Mean number of occurrenccé per episode, In most instances these nay be fnterpreted as proportion of eplsodcs (n uhlc,h the i R .
5 3. event was observed., They will only add to. l 00 .when groups of behav;ors are mutually exclusive and exhaustive. .
‘¥ . . e - '
o . Binary Ltems are designaced appropriacely as havir\g two cacegortcs, but only the "behavior presenc cat‘egory “{s labeled ({,,
:%é- Q Yz amfv scored for analysis., ., ~
- EMqu Sone of the blnary itens whu(.h could be repeaced in rapid succession were simply counted instead of naking a separate daca ) 2( .
. ent:y for “each Lnscance. . P -y J )
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and ‘coded individually; these individual instances we’!,then dggregated by
(' \‘) : ¢ . . ) et .

. _ summing & obtaiﬁ one‘dataerecord\per episode. An episode began’at.the

: 1
initiation any neéw interaction éither by_.the teacher or by a student. -

%

L% Some of the things a teacher could do to initiate an interaction’wighva

[ - Ld - . -
. LI - N
particular student; group of students,zor the class were: ask a Question, . 4
‘ . . . I

modél\correct usage, Or glve directions. A student\could initiate.interaction .

M

4 ’ . 1 4

7

I ‘- -
- by asking a uestion, for example, or could continué an eplsode of interaction
H

- . “
' . -

Sl 1n1t1ated by the teachér by answering a questlon, follow1ng instructions .- .
"‘ ~ P \- q cy - ~: .

.- 3’ ,(e,g.;f%o read $¢. to write on the board), practicing% lnd so forth, If the T

’:“:" . . ."'_- . : i . - . -
oo sequence of interaction continued, it could lead to further teachen‘behavi%r : _
'.\‘ " . s L », N \ - Lo .\‘Ni.}
S «'in the form of “corrective feedback mo eling, prompting, questioning,
X b ) . M 2T . . "
X"%& M N 14 ¢ ‘ ~
. » Which would 1lead, 1n turn, to the studeﬂ; s second attempt to answer ““*a

-
; ‘. . ‘ <

» ~ . §
> -
a2 corzectly, to more praetice, and so on. ng cha}ps of~cyclical, dyadic c y

o o .
. 1" .
. 1nteract10n could thus be, and 1ndeed were,'foded as "successive behagiors
. . . . . v o N -
R a . . ] \ \\ ~ . ' . [ - 1 s

. B in each- ep1sode of classroomeinteraction. Y C ; . - .
¥ \ AR S '

- - Our main 1nterest in the analysis of the behavioral observation data -
. s l » r
B b . M -1

was to find 1f they occurred fairly stable and d1stinct patterns of classh -

< “y

\ - © , - K
! - ‘:room 1ntearot10n. We wanted to find out if certain\teacher behav1ors gave * i \

‘i‘zﬂ‘
-

e .

. -

L 0 .

rise, to or were associated with certain specific student behaviors, | . \
. . . '. - » . . N
S - o N ¢ -
- ‘ ~ . o, .- \ .
[ - . . N

- . . a N . ., - a . J °

- 5 s N 5 -

_'r‘.{“ . T Methods of. lyzing Classroom Interaction - : P
,.,{.& i . \w' < .. . . - ¢ e\ . -
v - D. \_1. Soen, ) ° 3 T e

The availability of data 4n 'many 1nd1vidual behavioral ep1sodes made

* - ° . P
it poss1ble to conduct analySes of a large number of variable§ (ggen though T

Only 51x teachers and their studént$ we'te studied. 1SeveraI different S

QJE‘. . i ¢ s\’: ../\_\ -, w P - ]
g\: . - methogs were used db determlne how many patterns of interaction could bek
" ‘s Iy L9 . . R T
) . found in the observatidnal‘data. These patterns were analyzed by studying

4 . ..--the association among .the variables. - e g

R LT . - '&" . ‘ ‘ v . - : :

oo . ‘ . e om ’ . . AP
T - -26 LA . - . LT

> . " . - N N . . . B
& . . A > . . .@ ‘ . ) . : f?}
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. Suppoée_that modeling and practice were associated, that %s,'teachers
. ) o - . ~ ‘ * ) R . L
w1 M.%%?;ywho modeled also elicited practice in the same episode. and teachers who
o - . Lo R R ) Wy ’ . : '

used moﬁeling infrequently also elici#éd practicg‘infreqtentl§ in the ﬁamg;

‘épisode. This associatidn would bé'represented.by a correlation coefficient

L} » L} ¢
Y

g getnd AT STE S

-

- > .such as r =-.80, "A cofrglatign‘table (matrix) is made up of numbers”of |,
i; ' ' * this kind. The numbers will=vary in size, and there will be a number for

] . - >

oy . . e o .. S
each pair of categories. Smaller numbers (closer to .00) mean thé associatign

v . . .

. . c s i / - N . - % .
o * 1is Wweak; the larger the numbers (closer to + 1.00 to - 1.00), the stronger ' '-
¢ L ) : . X » SLtoneer
{ / h i i Lo Co 2 . ¥
- .the association. , 2 .o . ,

’ ‘ - o ! o3 ' ' ’

Factor analysis (a statistical procedure) was used to find patterns of

°

y

associlation in th@ corfelation matrix. A pattern found, for example, after
. - . : I ] .o . N .

. ’ ) 4 - LN

the teacher asks a question and the student attempts an answer, was:

¢ Ny *f ) N '
corrective feedback, prompt, student answers again. This, pattern was
& . ‘ .. , s L . ~

found because the three pairs*of categories were highly associated, and

- °

‘ ' ' ‘ .\~ N - hd . . “._
- . . this association would be represented in the correlation matrix by

- g substantial r's; for example: *

o ° corrective feedback-prompfs: r = .57 o *
‘ prompts-student answers: r = .70 T ) ) . Pt

Lo - _cdrrective feedback-student ansWwers: r = .62 = ~
S . N L e . .. - T .
. o " Corrective feedback also correlates with.teacher modeling (r = .50), |
. N . ) o= g
: Ry * - ’ . L . -
‘. and: with std&epy practice (r = .47). Modeling also correlates with e
2. . student practice (r = %g3). Thus, six of the d6riginal variables are .

e o < , BT o -

. inteércorrelated; but the factor analysis breaks these inxercorrélations o e

*
P : - ‘ ) .. %
"..into two pattetns or factors.. '
N ' B . i W

- - - -

’

. - ¥ » . ) ] N - : - i
Factor analytic methods are’'a quantitative way of looking-for these .1
- x .- N ” N -
. :lz. . . - - ° ' o, X
R patterns. oThe methods may yield none or many patterns (factors). The
.. -~ g ¢ ., ) .
ES ‘ [ s . & "

number of factors produced depends op‘the numbey‘of diqtinctépatterhs of

A -
~ :

ot

&, . . .association ‘in the data. . . \ . ’ - " .
,: . 3 tf.. 5’ . ' M ..' e ¢ v c, E?:‘

i T N 1 - . .

o . . N b -

7o - . ]
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S . PATTERNS OF CLASSROOM INTERACTION - e . .

X ) ‘._' ‘ . . . “ » - . ) . g
X . o We found four patterns of classroom interaction which characterized ther: )

beginning of an episode. They were: 7 - . .‘ )

.. 1. Teacher Model--Student Practice: The‘ﬁeaghef illustrates verbally

» . N ) , -
an English-language structure or pronounciation.

¥

. N . / ‘
: ., v turn atfempts to imitgte the teacher. -
- . ) ¢ . t .
- L]

. . Teacher:- "New Jersey." .
Student: "New Jersey." .

-,

2. Teacher Direct--Student Read: The teacher directs the stude%t to

-

. ' read printed material containing the structure being learmed.

‘ ) i o
s . i i
.’ ¢ . . . . A

The student in turn reads the sentence containing the structure.\ Co

-

Teacher: "George, would vou read the first sentence?"
- "~ George reads: "If I had time, I yguld go.with you,"

3. Teacher Direct—--Student Read or Ask Question: This pattern is

.

- ~

a the same as the above:pattern_exdept that the student may ask .-
A - R .
a questionNabOut the material o be read.

. Teacher: "George would you read the first sentence?" .- v
George:. "I fill #n the space with the past°tense?"

b4 . ’ S = ' R &

4, Teacher Questidn:LStudent Angwer: The ﬁeachegﬂg§ks a questionj

. . ’ C o e 1 - e . e
.o the student answers it. &

- » N o

28

- Teacher: "What is the short. way of saying 'I would,' the
: . . ) contraction?" + *

.
-

. i Student: "I'd." . ' - . ‘o
~ 0. e > . f . o

. 7 . n
DA These patterns of beginning an épisode wgiﬁ.fOllOWEd by three distinctive
( o .
L S . i * - - . . S

' v patterns of continuing the interaction. They were:

- A}
PO

- X .. 5. Correctlve Feedback—-Model—-Practice' The étudénf'has'responded by ‘

- » readlng (2 and 3 above), or by 1m1tat1ng Q1 abovﬁ» or by.answerlng

z
\e

[lcw»w. - L :
e -

: oo . 19 A e, e

. ) . ‘\ O - , . S . N
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The aedﬁhe%%corrects the

, i .
and gives the corxrect form. The sébdent tries the response
. . 1l

3

a question (4 above). student's response+~ °

again.

"The short form of 'I will I'11 go

-with ypu, if-I haye time."

Teacher: is '1'11."

Student:

6.

- similar to the one above,.except that the teacher does not modél

é the appropriate response.

"1 11 go w1th you, if°'I have time." : .=

ThlS pattern is very

»

Corrective Féedback—-Prompt-—SLudent Answer:

Rather he or she encourages the student ,

to try the response, prompting him or her in-:the process until the

student provides the appropriate response.

LS

»

"I will go to the store, tomorrow.

Student:
Teacher: "I n (1nd1cates short form w1th fingers)

Student: “I 11 go ‘to the store tomorrow.'" v .

Teacher Question--Student Answer: (This pattern appeérs both

.

as initiating and id continuing an episode.)- One of the
k. . A i ., N -
initiating patterns has begun the episode and the student has
N : f . : .

-

Pead, asked, on answ%fgd a question. The teacher then asks

“A * : : o
a question which the student answers. :

. ‘ .
"Can you put it in the past tense?"
"I went to the store yesterday."

Tégchér:
Stypdent:

A .set of

s

&

thése imitiating and subsequent patterns might be

3

.. . . .
> a L ~ . . . .
" . " -
” ) x -
. E .

- ,&\ ,

one ofﬁthese:'

N (1) Teacher D1rect—-Student Read ————9~Teacher ‘Question--
: " Student Answer: .. )
. . . . Teacher: "George, would you read the first
s - . e o~ - _sentence?"
RN g ‘ Geoyge reads: "If I had tlme, I would go with you.'
. ‘"“@. ot Teachers "Can you use the short form of. I would?"
<, * _George: "If I had time, I'd go with you."
O - A .. ¢ s
E ] . ’
w - "
. . . D o
! ¢ LY . 4 h tt
’ ] . ) . -T_ . .
U - S * 29 b S
ERIC. - - Lo .
s o R . “ “ o . o .

W,

B ¥ .
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Aruitoxt provided by Eic

*

(2) © Teacher Model-—Student Practice —»p Correctlve
'F%edback—-Model--Pract1ge. - o

Teacher:
; Student?
‘'Teacher!

Student:

U1l go.tomdrrow."z

"I'1l ‘go tomorrow.

"IT...11 go tomorrows:" ..

"0,K. But slide it together more.

"1'11 go tomorrow,!' ~ N

,

Teacher Question--Student Answer ——» Corrective.
Feedback--Prompt--Student .answer: =

Teacher:
Student:
Teacher:

LR

Student:

3

"How- would you make it negative?"
"I will not go tomorrow.," :
"0.K. But use the short form,

I wo.eo N

"I won't go tomorrow."

Three other pattérns were found which sometlmes occurred at the beginning

.ot

e
» . " ~as

of an episode and sometlmes after an eplsode had beeﬁ started in one of the

z"‘

ways described above.

8. Free Response:.~

-

Téicher:
* Stident:

These were: . -

the ideas or vocabulary.

"If T were
"If I were:

9. §tudént-Student Feedback:

=

or ﬁore\students repeated

[N

‘interaction usually occurred in,Spanish:

10, Other:

.

The teacher indicates the structure, but not

, T could M
taller, I‘could play basketball."

The students prompted eath qther or.one

what another student has said. ‘This

4
-

~ A

This category includes a variety of teaching activities

’

such as games; students adding to_lists of adjectives, nouns, and

verbs on board,

S

for several minutes;

then making seqtencés'from lists; a student reading

small groups discdssing a reading assignment

e

)

ot cartoon; students making a lisc of everythimg fne has to know to

. e

-

go to the gas station or grocery store.,

-
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. - Classroom Differences in ¥nteraction Patterns L ‘
- e i . <

. : bt . . . O

- Once the analyses of the patterns of behavioral observdtions were .

completed, we investigated the differences in classroom behavior patéerns;-

’

thgsaim being td identify idtérestiqg'contrastsnamong classrooms whi¢h might

- . » ‘ « . G .l. .
. © ., account for differences in student achievement. We studied the imMvidual ~ -

P -
~

classroom at this stage because we were interested in differences among the -

teachers as well'as differences in the ways in which any given teacher might

. -

) . _ : - _

. approach students of various proficiency levels. We contrasted overall .
r ‘i ! . . P

diffe ences betweeggclassrooms on each pattern of interac¢tion wit@»the

amount of‘day-to-day variation observed within classrooms’ for that pattern

o .

of, interaption.' This amalysis indicated.that teachers differed more from .

»

e;:;\sther than each did in their day-to-day teaching. . )

. .
.

L a tA second analysis was. performed to find the bases on which the classes
‘. . - ¢
. - were most sharply discriminated from each other on the average.' The resuits

- N

ot this type of analysis (ganoniégl discriminant function analysis) are

NAN S f . N ‘a N . . . . -
vporéiﬁxéé in terms of axes, with each class having %:siﬁfé,with respect to .

3

. . Bt
each axis, - . U . , . v

v e

“ * One‘way to describe the results$ of these analyses is to .portray them

3 . A . -~ "
>

visually. Each class is represented by a point in a épace defined by the

< aXes, , By pfojgcting this- point onto the axes we obtain an idea of the

.
-~ - ' « <. v ' 4 . RN
.

chatacteristic patterns of. interaction in that class. . ;
i LY : . .

In Figure 2 each classroom &; %dentifie& by a létter—ndpbef combination.

! -~

e, -, . “r . *
.KThe initial letters range from A through F and identify the six instructors,
L . ‘

R . B .

. The-numbefs range from 1 to 3 and refer to the proficiency level of the class

being tdught as measured by the John Test. The lower cake letters jdentify

— . - . S <
. . - i s
° - N .-
B

¢

’ EMC . ‘ ’ o ' ’y i e . '

s : i - r s
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- different classes at any given level where they are taught by the same

teaeher. (We have drawn vectors in Figuré 2 to(represent how the nine
original patterns of classroom interaction project into this spacer)

' The most outstanding feature of Figure 2 is.the obvious clustering of

-

classrooms taught by the same teaeher. The evidence is thus incorntrovertible

-

that teachers have consistent and distinct '‘styles" gf_interaction with

i -t

W

students—-styles‘which do not ig‘general varz markedly even when teaching

- classes of quite different ﬂéitialtability level. L e -
A The differences ,betweey the ;iassrooms as portrayed in figure 2 may be
» i -

understood by l&%ﬁi é at the'patterrs . which characterize each'quadrant. The.

N

»

.o ; . ) )
upper right-han rant is characterized mainly by the pattern,'"Other,"

and somewhat e\pattern, "Teaeher Direct--Student Read" (DIR/READ):

‘v

o One of- Teachgr asses falls in this quadrant.- : -
g . " The upper left-hand quadrant is characterized by‘"F;eeﬁResponse"

& -
- ‘ . ;
. -

(FREE). -Teachers D and E appear in this quadrant. Cu .
- ‘e . - - - *
. . -
= The lower right-hand quadrant is characterized by the two variations

s N
’ N

around "Modeling': "Corrective Feedback--Model--Prattice" (CF-M-P) and
. " "Teacher Model-—Practice" (MOD PRAC). One'teagﬁer, F, appears in this '
. Y
quadrant. . ° . : '

o RN The lower left-hand quadrant ifdcludes the patterns of Corrective
Y. # 0" . N J . .. , . .

< Feedback--Pro t-—Answer" (CF-P—A) and the’ "Teacher Question—-Student_

- R

" E
' , Answer" (QA/'IND) ttern. Three—teachers appear in this quadrant. .

% - _ This figure illugtrates thé character%stic style of each teacher.

‘\
The.- patterns below Axis-I requfre the studeng to imitate or practice

R P
»!W»
those above the axis require the student to generate responses. w1th1n a

* ' . - .

structure.
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e

Consistency in style is evident'in those teachers who taught more “

) . . ' . . A o - Y

than one class. Teacher F uses essentially the $ame style with all -
P ' - . T . ' . -

ree of his or her Level 1 cldsses. Teacher E, with a differeht dtyle, s

- ' [ “

. s L ‘ RS
. is as consistent as Teacher F. Althoughgleagpers B and D vary their style

- .,

'

A

.

. ‘9 v

ﬂ.‘ . by class, the differences are variationsSon the same basic style. “Only
o » .

~ ~

s ' Igaéher C shows remarkﬁPly different ;tyies byvlevel; howeveg,'C is the only

ALy Ty

teacHer who had;classes both at Level 1 and Leﬂel 3

i | v N -
» - i .

. . > . '
R . Rl . e . . ! . -
. . . . ‘

I8 - . . S Kl N - N
Summary of the Results of .the Analysis of « © s
- . the Observation of Classroom Interaction Patterns

' . ¢~ . ! .. v
' At this point it will be useful to summarize the majdr steps in the ~ - ‘
‘. - - . - \\b - ' .

. - analysis. The first gtep produced nine patterns of interaction. Since these
“ . .. Ay B e . .

nine patterns Were intercorrelated, a second analysis was conducted. “Fhe
. ' . . . ‘i"‘
nine patterns could be located with respect to two axes._ Each class could

«
5

o~

‘ . . .
. "

. ' be désé;ibed in terms of fts location withbgespect to these .aXes and with B
) . ,‘ T - - . " ~ . R "
respect. to the.original nine patterns. ~ : . . Ty,
. . o h o : Lot
The first axis contrasts two tegchi?g.pgrgdigms; one, the "question-
) / R :

afiswer-corrective feedback-prompt-answer" style

L]
; the other, the(''direct-read"
y - : :

. . . - . 3 : .
. or "other'™ paradigm. The first paradigm is a Structured style, almost-as if
X 1 \ A) . . . B

- : . . P

e ' it were programmeéd. The pther paradigm is less structuredy requiring more

ry R - 4 - -

v . Y. e . N ’
vrespoqsiveness»pn.the part. of the students. -~ . . -, ° .

. L . - N LY .
. . . ' s . . s a
The secotd axis.contrasts a "free response"” mode with a "model-prdcticer

~ - . »

| ,
corrective feedback-model-practice' paradigm, the most structured of the
, < - N - . Y e

interac;iop patterns. .Thus.what this as weld és'thé first.axié is describing
> . . | - N T

~

- i N '

- o T .

T e . , o :

. . * & - - .
AN is a contrast between a more and a less structured ‘style,
. o . , . .

s . g - . o
B ' [y . . , » N
. - i ts ¥ kY m
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LLF - Lo 3 . , . '
.
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. . . ) - B
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» , ; .
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Since classroom patterns are not pure types in practice, a class.or .

K = [

a teacher will have scores, tﬂhp plate them relative to either pgléﬁaf each .

axis. Teacher A and Teacher B will be alike or df?ferept depending pﬁ’wﬁgge B

, .. . R
.8 ‘\\0 ‘ : 4 °

-

they are located with respect to these axes, Also any one teacher may

= . {' oo e ) 4 5 i
include other patterns within His or her overall styke.ﬁi@thabsﬁthgﬁmost

~ . -

’ PR - g

illuminating way.to think about what these axes mean is to think of them as,
s * - s .é -

y . .
dimensions along which,a tead¢her will have a score.  Thus each

.

=

have a profiIé of scores., It is this profile that describes €aéh téacher'sz

.

characteristié style, . .z ) S

YA t

. %%, - v .
Lt may appear -0 the reader that the classroom interaction patterns
- . , Ty R
simply are either structured or unsttuctured. Such is not literéilx the
f RN . “ N d

« - .

case. There are.three péradigms of structured astruction and two of

. o . . . .

unstructured instruction. Thesge paradigms do not occur in pure form in

Y
s ! -3
———
4

’

this samplé of téacliers and students.

:l)_ (“ ~‘.
The Reliability‘df‘Differenceé?iq
the Patterns of Classroom Interactions

o

y

Figure’2 illustrates theldffferences among the‘ﬁegchers inthe kinds of

. 1

. - .. - - . x
interaction patterns that were observed in their classes. But, 'how reliable“-;

2 .
v

I /

are these differéncesljare§they‘"true" differences? Or might the observed °
3 zare Lhey, > Gfferences’ © ! : :

= - s ¢ . . ‘. . .
differences be due.to wHO querved a teacher, or on\;ha; day the teachers

« . . . = a h
- ) t . LI . B S
were observed? ° . T L !

.

e
~

i . i ? ‘n w . . A. -
Table 4 presents the 'results of an analysis.performed to answer these
" .9 o ., ’
A N . .

. , J . b . - .
.vquesciaps. The statistical-method wlhich produced these results is a way-of .

-

]

: . . o : T . ’
estimating how much of the differences among the‘te$chers is due Eg,spuxces
rd - v - - : 7 \ A{‘% .

whiﬁ?nﬁfg;; have caused the observed Qiffefences. Down the léft—hand-Fide'afé

..

the potential sources of the differences.

“ .

teacher will(’.. '
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. ] , Percentage of Differences in Observed Classroom Interactl#m
Patterns Attrlbutable to Potentlél Sources. .of 'L‘hese Differ nces .

—— .'w‘ Y * . . -'..r + ’
. . F : : ' - - /
B ) R . .
R .
.
K4

. . T : I‘ . ‘ !
- - QA IND CF-P-A OTHER DIR ‘READ *:R MOD BRAC. GF--P '  S¥BK

. ] . . ‘ e
Source . ) . . ) . s . .

.4 . - S

- w S x4 # Cox ® - e %

¢+ '« Teachet v 16.0° 9.4 -~ 1.8 5.9 . 1116 4.6 4,6 .5

o y . o * ' T k% 1.8
Classroom \ ) 0.0, .2. 0.0 - 0.0 + 1.6 0.0 1.5 . .

o

x% X% M ® % ‘ %k ok o %

-“Session’ 15.2 .-.12.7 30,1 24.4  °  33.% 1700 108 . 7.5

4

< Episode - 68.8  17.6  68.1  69.7 . 52.8°° 8.4 831 . 90.2
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The episode is the smallest unit of analysis; episodesfpccur within

a s

sessions. Recall that an episode is a distinct pattern of intefaqgion. .
4 ~ - - .J(_ b
. L . S .

Sessions are the'hours of observation on different days. Classrooms are’

. . < e
the different groups taught by a teacher, and teacﬁer,.of course, refers

o - %

to the individual teacher. o . . - 2 . . . N -

e T R 2 e

-
. - v -
~F [y . Ly
" ,,t I3

. %wThe numbers in fhe columns are per@entages-percenta es of the observeld
. - . ’ ~

o -

differencespattributable to a 'source of variance. 3gon_sider\the pattern,

0

"Question-Answer-Individual" (QA IND). ‘This pattern comprises those L.
) / - 2 x
perfqrmances in which the teacher asks an ind1vidual student a.question. -
; -

Teachers vary on how much they use this performance. Some ‘of this variation .

.
~

_ may be associated vith episodes; that is, some episodes will include' this

.,

i perfqrmance, while others will not. Whether or not,the perfqrmande appears

S e .

~ . / . [ ] . R
‘%. may be due. to, what the teacher is. trying to do at that moment. Or the .

. - . m.es [

,variation in the data may be*Té&ated to the day or time/of'the period ing.

.
. P -
. ~ .

. .+ wich the class was ohsérved. Or, the variatien may be related to the class

' -~
4 / ~- -
g ! . - A 4 , . .

. | being taught. gr,ﬁit maxmpe;rglated to differences in teachers' styles;_‘

" By readifig down:the,column nnder QA‘IND we ‘can see what percentage' ¢,
N . -3 . i - - - -y
. R of\the variance is attributable td‘each source. Thug episodes account for

i ) “1J, ; 69 percent of the Variance, 15 perce;t is accounted for by sessions, and

¢ .. . N -

> 16 percent is attrlbutable to teachers. Therefore, variationgln this

]

e

‘f- L performance is related.to who is being observed (teacher) .and when they are .

-

.. _ being observed (session). The teachers_differ from each other in this
., T - & . ’ ' N AN v . 5
. 45 . reépect"and an individual teacher will differ in this respect from day-to-day..

0 Y. 4 L4 ,

X From.Table 4 it can be’ seen that’ from 53 to 90 percent of the totai/" .
3 A Fva oo F ot
L h ) variance of each classroom interaction patgzrn can be attributgd to vari?tion

from interaction episode to interaction episode dhring\the same‘session (day)
LN ~ P of

. of observation. In Table 4 we have indicated the probabillty 1eve1s associated

¥

» . — ] . . \,’
. \‘ - ) y‘j: th eaéh Source . R - ) " 'v :— ’:‘: . N . .
: . : e - : o S ] o
% I:KC - . . 1”" - 39 . - <]
% dﬂmwma - T L . ] ‘ . L et
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- . “’ From -these results many aspects qf variatlon 1n ¢lassroom inferaction
- ~ . N
‘patterns can be understood. It 1s clear, for 1nstance, that only a very
2‘. ' . . - « . S . * LN . .
. small and.generady nonsignificant’contribution to the variation in T
» - ’ ._ N . ’ »” -~
interaction patterns can be attributed to differential treatment of separate
~ . N . 4 : - ~ <
classrooms by the same teacher;(see_ljne labeled'Classroom in Table 4).

. . i 3
Al ' - * . 3 . [

. "The relatively large components of variance for Sessions suggest that

-~ -

- . .
- - -

’ - . o . rT
a number of these fluctuate substantially from dhy-to-day. Especially* . -
. noteworthy are "the large components~of variance for imteractdon’ patterns
e
involving "free response (33, 9 percent), "other!" (30, 1 percent) and

- ° _*" R

-’
Y

N
I

teacher "dfrection" (24.4 pergent to- 33.8 percent).’ Thése results sugéest

P

PR
T.

g . -
C s L - L . .
JLhat a teacher might be inclined to devote certain sessions® to these . - ¢
M ~ ) - - . . . .
"specialized" activities but refrain from.doing $o in other sessions.
} . N «

S

-

! L3 ‘ « -
But, considerable session-to~session variance characterizes many :of

. - [ . <

"the classroom interaction patterns. This resulé’indicates.that each session

of observation provides a rather narrow view of what is going om in the _

. .
. o .
¢lassroom, . ] . ’
., ~
D . .

. . .
. In summary, differences -among.teachers account for from .5 to 16

——

. .y N K . . N . 4
-percent,of the total variance‘in the observauibnal data (see line labeleg

i Teachér in Table 4). The diﬁierences among the teachers are statistlcally

- . -~ -
.

) 'signiflcant on all~but two factors (SFBK and QA VS DIR).

“In ord1nary - ¢

2 ‘.

/.
langﬂage ‘the teachers teach gifTerently, and thg§ differ most on the factors

i

évf ‘.;* qu:stion—answeriizndlv%cual student", (QA IND) and Hfee. response" (FREE)
. , There is not much evrcenoe that the partlcula?wc1assroémlheing taught~
<! IE: by a teacher has any.inflnence upon the ;atterns of 1n€eractiqﬁ wﬁ&ch take
) . ; N~ LT = -3 S Ea
. "ﬂ " place therein, as. we haVe seen’earlier in, con;ection.aiéh Figure 2 "The

-
. . J ’
2 > "o, a2

'major component_of overallavarlatlon in classroom interactlonlpatterns can
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. . be attr1buted to alternatlon in interaction patterns £fom episode to- episode,
x Y - - b
. whlch is not surpr1s1ng, but ses81on-to session changes +also play an 1mportant

. »
. @ i3
. - ~

role. Notice that session d1ff rences are stat1st1cally sigificant on all
. . . o . ” . .
» nine facteors, . - : 3

. - . 3
L4 - ° [ . N -

) The reader y&ll recall that the original patterms were analyzed a second

. a1 . -
-

. * * i
tim%wtegrOuping them in terms of higher—order axes (represented mathematically

A ~ <

——

by d1scr1m1na“t functions).‘ Each teacher was given scores, called contrast

[ ’ - v LI B

. g scores, with respect o these axé% " The two most useful'axes are portrayed .
. #
in Flgure 2, although four axes could havewbeen used.
: . ‘

) * The question-we ask is, how rellable are these secondg%et of scores?
| e '

The upper portlon of‘Table 5 is set up 11ke Table 4, but the numbers of the o
1 -~ i [ ) \
. axes are given instead of the labels for the original patterns., (Only Axes

. . .. LD e . B : ¢ )

.Iand II are represented in Figure 2.)

o

. . i
e The upPer section of Table 5 gives percentages of variance for the . .-

e

;‘*ﬁ? » .m_ N % - . . .
’ s ontrast scores; From these entries we canp see that there is substantial

hy?
. L . . . .. , %

eplsode—to—eplsode variation in all four of the classrodm interaction
v - . -;%

- . N % - v

contrasts erom 58 to 86 percent of the total variance).

. e Note, however, the large components of variance attrlbuuable to * ) "

1
e ST

‘teachers. Teacher dlfferences account for approx1matley one—fpurth of the :
total observed var1ance on eaéh of the f1rst)two transformed axes (I and II). ‘

. What th1s means, 'in a practlcal sense, iis' that we cou1d reduce, by a " ‘
e et ' - ’ )
substantial amount, our uncértainty about which;peleeof eitherfeentrastf —
. A \ I e -
. N I . - ? . ) )
migh?ﬂappear in ‘any given episode of “classtoom interaction merely -by kn%wing

LIN

o : o - )
which teacher is teaching? If the teacher is high on the first ‘contrast

- .
. ey - < A P . ”
K4 v . -

. (Teadher B in Figure 2), we would'do Well to predict unestion—answer— )
P . - : '- 0 ’ A [N -
corchtive feedback-promp t-answer" anteractlon -episodes.y On the other hand
EX . ’ . s 2 B * e .

‘{’7 < ,'. . F ‘.. % " . . o . .

L
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- . if the teacher is low on the first contrast (Tedacher F ,or perhaps E), then
»
we would do well to predict "direct read"‘and’"other episodes. " i

Even the last two axes (Ystudent-student feedBack" and "direct read-

’ . ~
»

4 . .
and/or ask question vs. question-answer," respectively) show larger teacher

[

~ Sy,

A Y
T

and ciaésroom‘zomponents of variance than do the orig&;al patterns of
wtlassroom interaction from which thef are largely derived. However,.it i -

q ’ .
is clear that the latter are not major contrasts in teaching styles so we-

» . « . , R .
R ¢ould not use knowledge of average teacher performance on these variates to

predict much about individual episodes ‘of classroom interaction.

- . . ”

s . . . )
Each teacher has a score with respect to each axis. These scores were

[ “
.
N .

averaged across all the ddys of observation., The resulting mean score for

~

i ‘ . ~ ‘
each teacher was used in analyses of the relation of these scores to students'
Y . -

v

e scores. Thus the mean contrast scores represent how the instruction was .
I '"}" - . v N X .
organized and conducted in each teacheM's class. How reliable are these
N . : -

. mean scdores?. Do they represent "true" differences among the teachers?’
7 p .

. 2 e

‘. The lower segtion of Table 5 gives a breakdown of the weightéd

_gontribution of each potential sourte of -differences’to observed variation
i T P e b

L Ty

S
in té%ther means for the contrast scores,

’

that is, the sgores with respect

.“ -

to the axes. The first two contrasts are almost perfectly reliable indicétors

. .
. P ~ P ~

of teacher differences; 97 to 98 percent of the observed variation in teacher

' \ ' . ] " 2 ):'1
means ¥an be attributed to true differences among teachers. The last gwo .
S, — —_ — ;-

ontrasts are somewhat sensitive to differential interaction in various

.
i A . ’ ESe)
’ g - ) ¢

,mglassrpbqy taught by the same ‘teacher.

f L This analysis shows that we are dealing with highly reliable indices- Lo
.« ) e ’ . , '
of teacher variation; the reliabilities of teachers' means ranée from .80 to

- . ~
- . “
. ' ’

- . ., . . R 4
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.98. But a more important feature of this investigation is the évidgﬁée it

N - . <

provides ﬁhap_those &lassroom inqeréEtioh contyrasts which show differential

14

[}

treatment of different classrooms by the same teacher are related to -

»

o - =

*

S differences in the ability levels.of the' classes involved, 'Whereas our

initial inte}pré%htion of Figure 2 holds true-—teachers d6 have distinct .

- .. A v

and consistent styles of interactionswith students--there is also evidence

that certain more limited aspects of clés§;ogm interaction vary from

Py -

classtoom~to-classroom taught by the same teacher. That the latter

.

variation might be in response to studenq\ghapécteristics will be taken
up later., ‘ . N ' -
- N - d

' Inter-Observer, Reliability . .

. . T S . -

A final question about reliability remains before we can proceed to our
. Ty . - -‘ . i
main task of relating student achievement to teacher performance: do different

observers record the same aspect of variation in classroom interaction patterns?

L3

a

In order to study the.iésug,gﬁzggssible observer bias; data were collected in

- . » ” ¢

i T K e g
some of the early observation se§§§ons by pairs of independent observers
. observing tHe same. sessions. Since three obsetvers were used in the study, it
! e
- ., TN e

-

was arranged to have’ concurrent observationg méde.by eagh of the three pairs

. -
£ o

ih~eight different classrooms.

, . r ' b ‘.
o . . - . . i

"~ - .7 In Table 6 we have summarized the rééultsgbf this comparison for:

- - ) T

each of.the,thr%e pairs of observers, using as’the basic units of analysis

the session for'the_nine original clagsroom interaction factors. Note that, A

N .
[

. . ' - . . . s . S
we are discussing observer assessment of session-to-session vawiation in these

oo ) ) o ’
interaction patterns, but we have already seen from Table 5 that enough

Ve
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TABLE 6

» v

+
Interobgerver Correlations for Nine.

Classroom Interaction Factors (8 Observgtions)

“Variate

CF-P-A
DIR READ
MOD PRAC
OTHER

QA vs. DIR
"QA-IND
CF-M~P
SFBK |

—

FREE’

v - -
. 4

Observer«Pairs
) .

1 3




. . . \
.sessions of observation were obtained.}n the«éample to yield highly

7 .

v . . -
'reliable teacher means despite any seSs&on—tYLsession varietionﬁ Since
each\classroomvwae visited by all observers, \the influence of any possible

R -% . N : , ‘. - . . .
observer biases on classroom mean scores-is indicated by session—~to~session

\. ) * ) . - . !
variétion, which-as we have seen, accounts for less of the variancé than Q

-
A ’

teacher\differenceé°(1ower section of Table 5).,

.

From Table 6 it can be seen that sessionLto—session correlations

4 l

among scores conCurrently by different observers range from .80 to .99

with few exceptions. The student-to—student feedback correlations suggest
that -dertain obsérvers may have had d1ff1cu1ty either recognizing or .
recording."student—gtudent feedback in Spanish.'- THe lowest correlations

involve Observer 2; this observer, however, made very few observations.
. . A -

. . F
-

THE RELATION OF TEACHING PERFORMANCE TO STUDENT LEARMZNG

c’ . G-
The-major'problem to be solved in the analysis of tne,student achievement

.

data was to determine how we could account for variation in posttest scores.
_ There were three domains of variables which are potential predictors of -

3
’
2

posttest scores: background characteristics of the students, students'

- initial level of oroficiency as measured by the pretests, and claésroomv

iexperiences. “. . ' ’ e -
Variab;es describiqg the students backgrounds are worth considering
- [ ) . 4

as potential predictors of final achievement because these measures may be- °
Y, ) . - N B - s,' . °
indirect indicators of aptitude for learning, of academic skilly, or of
" .prior achievement of proficiency in-English. Obyiously, the students' iniéiai//’—"‘
. oo K ‘ : N
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‘

proficiency (the second domain mentioned above) may be associated with

< p their final achievement status, j?re— and posttest scores on the same

R test are usually highly correlated with each’?ther becdﬁse-the exﬂerience

M - . i

acquired in the~interva1'which,siiarates'these measures does not greatly

—— N

alter the related order o£ studets with respect to their abilities; the

\

N3 et

n LY e

latter have, of course, been built wp over an ent1re lifetime of experiences
. . N ‘ .
S ¥
: for which the background measures are 1nd1cators or proxies. Nevertheless,

3
. . \ w ’ .,
influence of intervening events, including classroom intédraction experiences.

‘theirelatlons between pre- ggnd posttest scores may be al:fred through the E '

Classroom interactions is theqthird domain of predictor.variables and is of

-

‘most interest in this study because it i% the only domain over which some °

) . s
degree of control can be«exerc1sed ’

°
. -
PR

’
"

Other relevant experiences wh1ch m1ght 1nLervene between pre~ and

P

! : @
;ﬁ §~‘ posttest1ng (sudh as use of Engllsh at home, ‘on the job, and in the community)
%% o unfortunately could not be objectively measured in this study. The possibility : \:
- of controlling these extracurricular sources of experience is sLaghtﬁln any » . ﬁ
R
case, but it would be usefulkfrom a theoret1ca1 p01nt of vieW"to take- them N E ‘e

, B b

into-account. The best we can do at" thls point, however, is to bear in

- . : . . 5:@ :
< mind that certa1n "background" character1stics might serve as proxies for -

«

T A
EN

. I - -
- .

f'\ .‘“j lsusta1ned extracurrlcular experiences'(e.g?, occupational levei for_the» L .
l ' ’ need to 'speak English in,thefworkplace;"length of tine\in the United States , ‘:
W : L ‘mvgor assihilation intO‘an ethnic‘community). - o ~J - o . "
éﬂ:*i .. . 'Giwen tese three domains’ of predictor wariableswmwhich are organized
v . . - : .
:‘“\ in’ an obv10us temporal sequence (background experiences _— pretest - .
T 4 . v . ' PN .
i ' performance-———-é classroo;—I;struEtion), the analxtgc problem is to find ‘:'
. | - . . ) SR S
. IR ‘_-?‘rf’ o ) ' | .




’

how the/information can "be most parsimoniously combined to predict final

s .

- ' achievement. Multlple linear regression can be applied/to this task 1

~ . < B
»

sinae the squared multiple corgelation KR ). between a set of predictors addw?;

\M‘; * a crlterion var1ab1e indicates wbat 3roportion ofthe %%served uarlance 1iH ': . ~/-
the criterion can bers accounted. for b§ a given set of predictors: e

Background characterlstics must be taken into account first because ’

Ses v . “ -

.

these var1ab1es are direct measures of o; prox1es for educational atta1nment,

€

competence toﬁcope with the processes of schooling,bmotivation_and aptitude.
. . ) - - R . . " &
. . \
1f such variables account for most of the variance in final scores, then -

”»~ ’ 4
s . . s . . e T .
classroom experiences can-have little 'differential influence on final status.
Y " - \ "
(LI

.o Next we must consider how much initial status in terms of pretest scores

L4

o . adds to the,prediction of outcomes beyond.what we have been able to learn
q o . ’ ) .
‘from a knowledge of background characterlstics alone. A related issue. here R

. . - - v N

is how-well initial status per $e can be pred1cted from background character- R

- N ,

istics. This ‘analysis tells us hew adequate and useful our information .

b ’ L] .
- o0 . . . : <
\ . « . - . SN
e

about background experiences is in the first place. :7 @ .

° The final step 1n the regress1on ana1ys1s is to assess the un1que ‘

e

| 1

|

. contribution of.classroom experlences in the predictlon of final achlevement, i
|

A ] 5 .
above and beyond any pred1ct1ve ut111ty of initial status and background

. ’ . v . .
v B ..

experiences. We also must determine ‘whether di'fferent forms of c1assroom

‘e . * . . .
. K

*interaction appear to havesdifferegt effects'upon_achigvement. Another

“ ®

.- ° purpose of relating classroom interaction to achievement is to identify any
L o : . T T ~ ) . (

1 A »
° . components of classroom interattion whieh may have an impact upon specific
W 4 :

. ¢
.
- . - . . v

forms of ach1evement. t Do : . .

_ , * The classroom experlence variables dlffer fundamentally from all of ) o®

n .

’ the‘other variablesﬁin the .anflysis in that they ‘are not individual measures,"




] ' ’ v : . o
. i - ~ 39 - . . E

;, >~_ . * v
2 ‘ ! ™ " ) -
" Y " but apply to all individuals in each classroom equally. These~variables RN
;. . " . N 3 > , -
i, take the form of contrasts among classrooms in terms of observed patterns
!xf ,§~ AR * B . ' . . ’ ~ A w— " - ) ’
Y . of teacher-student interaction. Every effort was made to arrive at a small ]

set of independent variables which are reliable and not too highly inter-

€

2N

-

corfelated in llne with gthe requirements of the multlple regress1on model
"‘ » . o\ *
On the other haﬂﬁ the background and pretest variables are more error prone;
,z’ ’ ’ i, .
) : . but they only play the role of covariates to adjust for preex1st1ng differences

R S o - » N

among classrooms in the final anal¥sis. Moreover, these data are availabl® .

.« for every individual, so stable‘estimates of the required.regress1on T -

o

Harameters can be obtained evenmwith fallible measures.

L]

-

<« 1 . . .

AT = : Pr’edicting Fall and Spring Student
Achievem nt from Student Background Characteristics

e

ir
‘ . . o

® o - e p— e

o The background/and "’ ach1evement domains were clearly related at the level

7

4 -/ » s - . -
_ of individual pairs of yariables, so it was in order to see how background

- . ,’ * . ,,-' - .
.. § informE{ion,com;d be weighted to predict individual achievement scores. It
. was also 1mportant to determine-how effectaVe this pnediction can be wh@n
.. . . '
M , ' \q@ “ . .
.. s simultaneous use is made of alliat::léble baokground infqrmation.

Ll
<

. .o Each achievement test score was predicted from the background characteristics
‘ . : . e,

using multipie linear regression. The results of these\analyses are summarized o

P

5 e . . . & - - Pl
°, in-Table 7. ,In that table the labels across the tops of the columns designate

LT »

- .
-

"

¢

- the fall and spring achievement scoreg; note that logarithmicﬁtransformations

it - . ', » K P

or the.oral proficiency scores were used. The rows of the table 1ist particular

Bope “ o g A

* . ‘ ‘. EY
. background characteristics used in‘the‘regrbssion analyses. The number'in any

2
SR . .
X . -

cell of this matrix is Jthe standardized regression weight for.a particular -

“ o -
t ’»

T bacEground variable (row) as a predictor of a given achieVement score (column) o,
) ' " s - . -

. ) ) . .
. A ) i . ~

o . ) ’ N . .- .
. . L . g s . ’ 4 1 .
. . 4 o . , - .
s . * . - .. bt * . - e '
I . . . . - - . LT
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. . . The line in Table.7 labeled R2 gives the squared myltiple correlation

of each achievement test score with all of the backgrouild variables, taken ' .

P . - . R . -

.

simultaneously. These numbers indicate the proportion of the variance

PR

- ~ .

. in each achievement score predicted by the complete set of background t .'
w .- N

characteristic variables; for example, the background characteristic

- \ ~

- e e

variables'accbunt for 26 pertent!(.26) of the Variance in the fall" P o
\ N . N A b . , &

. . Decod\gg 1 scores; for 13 percent (.13) of the Variance in the fall

. P -
LS -

.. Decoding 2 scores; for 44 percent of thé variance in the John Test scores’

. -
]

. . o, . .
‘and SO on. The probability levels associated with these statistics are

.’ 4 ;T - ’ -
f .coded with asterisks.. : - e ) . o g.'

. N . N R
. ~ .o . W
.. . - .

P s - . ’, L. ¢ - .

In Table 7,°under Posutests'and undel:°Loglo P—CT, note* the two numbers

o/ . : > P )

with an asteh?sk, .23 ‘and#%; 245 These' wé’ights “are statistically significant, ] -
. %4 <] % : .
.+ and appear opposite Former Job (status lgxeh of Job‘in country of origin) \

and Eng., in U, S. (amount of English studied in tl' United States). Thus,

‘0 ," YR > . ‘ -sl ~

only two background characteristics _z_themselves predict the Correctness . .
- ' Cy " ’ gy T ° ’
. Score .on the Oral Proficieticy Testa ‘a11 of thé%%pckgroé%ﬁ characceristics
® . S of

:

[
& L

* . R . . ? g 4 - ..
- ot predictronly 20 percent of the variancegingtﬁé,Correctness gceres. But
‘ » * ’ * LA 2 . ‘, t
. - these characteristics predict 33 percent of the ComprehenSion scores variants ’
- - ~ ’ ' 2 ) ' ‘ . . 0"0".0 7 . rp"i ."
- R (see R® under Tog,, P- cP). N Sl
10 . a e, fq- o . o

.., The three Weights which are underlined in tﬁ% P£CT, P- ?;/gnd'P—ST '

o

¢

1

IE%T ¢ :coluénszof’fable 7 are large enough o give some feeling for which background )

-F . ’ Id

B . é ¢ <
factors affect proficiency scores. They are. aglewhich has‘a negativ3yweight),' /
status of job in former countgy, and amount of English taHen in,the U, S. -

A reasonablb hypOtheSlS from these data,.then, is that those,students
111 pe more profioient in spoken English by the end of ‘the year who are .
. CLE .o P

- , youn er, had a higher status JOb in their former country, and have taken . < T

| - 7 & P

o ' more English courses or programs since.coming ‘to the United States. R o,

Y ) . ) - . . A N . y
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_ CTABLE 7 - ' T 0
1 4 i ’ SN
- Standardlzed Regressmn Welghts, Qquared Multiple Correlationsm
. Statistlcal Tests for Background Characterlstlcs as Predictors of Pretest , ’ -
. ' © .- ”; . and’ Posttest Scores; Day-School Sample ' . C e
- .~ ‘f~ l . S
& h L . . s ﬂ;ﬁ: *
o ' . Pretests - - Posttests B .
. R v : Log1o  LoByo Lefy0
. D,-F D,-F . L-F J-F M-F ° D,-§ Dz—s L-S P-CT “P-CP P-ST
Sex 03 , -.01 "-.02 03 -.01 -.01 -,09.. -.14 08 1L, + .06
© v *% ke kdk k.- %k ) *
Age -.32 .22 -.31 -.16 .03 -26 -.06 -.29 —=.17 -.20 =.20
e o K %* i R
Time in U. S.  -.12 08 .27 .22 .04 -.14 -.07° .10 04 V05 04
o * * % N L & ak *
Former 'Job .22 J10. .21 .13 .20 . W27 15 13 .23 28 26
Job in U. S. .00 -.02 .00 .00. .08 - 19" %12- .13 -.01 .02 . Ol
» * I.‘-.‘ - \ . .
C-Origin - - =-.03, -.17 =-.01 -.11 -.16 -.05 07 =-.03 =.02 =-.07 =—.04
- (-4 . . -
- ‘ . : T . 3 o
Years Edweation. . ,05*.-.02 .14 -.0L .01 .07 09 - .09 .03 .02 .03
B, % * ok ) s o .
Former Eng. - .11 220 .22 .27 .1@I 7 .=.05 04 .09 .07 .07 . .10
e * T kkk dkk %%k ) % * % ik %k
Eng. in U. S. .18 A1 .38 .52 .37 A1 -.054 W24 024 3400 .27
®R? - "6 a3 .47 4629 .25 (08 25 .20 .33 .24
- : x5 Tk C % Tk ' Ko *
¥ . F9, 71) 2.76 1.14 7. 13 6 25 3. 23 12,66 .73 2,58 1.94 3.82 2,51
"‘»f:’f_:j . ~ s - -
; N )
. p< .05 )
‘e '**
.01
*% . -
iy * 4.p< ,001 -
S  Labels Coe T .
D,: .Decoding, Part, 1 . CT: Correctness Score s
'.Dl"" Decoding. Part 2 : CP: Comprehension Score
‘ gt Hecoding, » . ~ ST: Structure Score .
L : Literacy Test .o F : Fall . T -
J-: John Test ) S : Spring ;.‘ R
M : Horano Test . !
P : Oral Proficiency Test >
’ ’ 5, ) N *
- N s
rON a ’ ' ": ¢ -
‘ ° ’ Ay =~ i ‘ ™ g
5-1. N - ;/ »
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. Jt should be reméhbered that predictivé‘ﬁackground characteristics do

i. t\h@h'"qauseﬁ higher or lqwer scores. Age, for example, does nog‘nécesssrily
)‘ . “;hkeva persa ) ess,prﬁfieient. But age is ‘fsocihted with several crher ’ :
B P characéeristics hich, taken tggetﬁer:-gine us sbme idea about why age is * s
‘ ~ _ a nesarive'predictor of prof!cienéy.:’ﬁider stgqegts are more iikely to - |
A ‘ha;e‘had'é low status job in this country4/ience i;y have had less op;ortunity .
=~ to speak Engllsh. " They ;re more llkely to have had" course work in English s
.+ in the previous “country than in the Y. S., hence, may haye learned English_
5 originally :s a school subject {ather than as somethrng to be used in theirﬁ .

1

. © 7 daily lifegletc. = oo o

. v /\ ra :
fae . -

; Predictlng Posttest Scores Using Pretest N .
-, Scores/iaéAddltlon to Backgréund Characteristics .

. »” e
. Lt - e
\\ ¢ - M . .
t L . ®
The next step in the analysis was towpredict «the posttest dcores using
o . - " - " . .
. s ~ o s » .
information about pretest s€ores amd background characteristics. The
. Nl ) l A . R o R R
results-of these analyses are presented in Table 8. This table is read in
- \ .

- much the same way as Table 7. The predicted scores (column heading§7 used ' :
. * N . o .
in this analysis were all é%ores taken ftom tests administered in the spring.

-~

o

' Down the left~hand column—of thé mldee section of Table 8‘?re 1isted .
MR ) _ L2 ;
" the 1abels for the pretest scores. The first line of this table glves‘the i

.

.

. ' squared multlple correlatlons regulting from predlctlon of posttest scores -

-

_from Qggkground charag eristics; these numbers are repeated from the right-hand
23T . * N . M 2

. - \ d .

. portion of Table 7. The entries‘in the line labeled, "R2 with Additrm{éﬁ
: ’ Pretests," can be coﬁﬁ red to the correspondlng entries in the first line.

- -

For exampke, the R2 fo predlctlng transformed Oral Proflciency comprehension .

4 ’ L)
¢ ] S » .
- scores f;om bapkgrn:na*ﬁﬁZQacteristics is only .33, but with the addition

v . . .
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TABLE 8 S ‘ .

N

o
A

’ . v - ‘ . " ’ ‘\
Standardized Regression Weights, Squared Multiple Correlations and -
_ Statigtical Tests for Posttest Scores Predicted from Pretest :Scores
T -Adjusted for Background \Characterigtics; -Dgy=Sxhool Sample -
’ .@ ) . . N . ' / b .
@ . ; - « . . -. \\t-. .
B Dl‘_'s D2-'S L-S P-CT © B-CP - P-ST
R2 from - . T 5 ~ '
Backgrounlg,\, n .25 .08 .25° . 20 v.330 T 24
S ’ Kk %k ' - % L Xl . . ~fesk
D, ~F . .64 .24 -.16 .27 .29 /gg
b,~F .08 .15 .10 -0k %09 .01
. * : '
‘L-F -.07 07 VAN .09 .02° .07
, Tk sk © R
J-F .00 =14 .33 <49 .60 . .22
M-F .07 .03 -.Q4 " .09 -. 06 .11
- - t - . y
" . R? with .60 .19 .61 72 0 .82 .16
Addition * N ) t -\ a . .
of Pretests - i . ‘ L
; ' L kkk ' ek ok AX%T - kkk
. F (5 66) .-  11.17 1.72 12.23 ¢ 24.83 35.86" PQ7.85
o TeSt¢ of . L d oot : ) — - ’ L
Informdtion , ' . -
- . Increase \/ ’ )
% - ~l
p<.05 o 4 S . -
e B3 . - B o ¢ .
' :p 01 . g . ) - L. - "T N
Kk % .
p< .001 =~ .
el ( - ’ R .-
. . , L >
s _ i ~ . L LY * “
& - % - - ‘ )

-
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&
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-of pretest information it becomes Bi. A similar pattern is apparent for
9 - ’ * i ’ M

. .
the other two scores of the Oral Proficiency‘Test. Thus, the students'

- :_ - ininial proficiency plus some information about their background‘character-‘ :

e -
-
- B i

- istics account for a substantial proportion of the variance in the comprehensiéh -
._scores oy ' ‘ - LN ) - : .o
. S & - % S & ~ )

.- . It should be noted that most of the squared muitiple correlations fox

- 3 >

ax .
. . P .
¢ - ~ background characteristlcs plus pretest sclres are substantial ( 60 to .82) o

) .

~e

Moredver, the increase in all of the Rg S exc pt for part two of the Decodi;g

%{, . P
. 8 Test are hlghly significant when compared to predig¢tion from(backgroun& .

. ' . N . . . - B °
L characteristics alone. AR Y

. " B i . 4 N ,A @t

* ‘ ' ’ ] ‘ ’
e RPosttest Scores Predicted from Classroom™Intexaction, with T ‘
T * Adjustment for Pretest Scores and-Background Characteristics 4 : -

t : - < P
. ks . . .
[y RN B . N .. - . »

. Table 9 presents information from the regresgion_analyses in which ‘

. posttest scores were predicted from classroom“interaction contrasts, pretest

’ ; §oo- . -— N

. " .scores, and background characteristicsf:;Thisttablé:is organiged in the same
. . ) e s - , LS . ] ’ ° , e

“ way .as Table 8, - ' . B .

- / . - N e o~ - >

. ~ -
« .

.The first 11ne of Table 9 g1ves R? from the regression of posttest ™
.“ . 0 - O

scores on background characteristics and pretest'scgres, as previously seeﬁ in-

e - . 4 L4
. . - [N

L ‘Fable 8. Next are Your 1ines wiﬁh Roman fumerals I through BATH withini

%, ?

. each line can be found the standardized regression weight of £he’ corresponding

A .
" . . . w v . . .
p "higher order” bipolar contrasts’described earlier, oo ‘
[ v . . . e .
. o e The sixth line in Table 9 gives R2 onte the four higher—order patterns
¢ R .- . . . e -’ ’T R
‘. Qf classroom 1nteraction‘(§he contrasts, see Figure 2) hgve been 1nc1uded o :
1 o Lot Ve
. in each predrction equation, Again,'the 1ines containing the inltial and bt y
e S - ‘tfinal Rz‘values can be compared. From this comparison we can see that the ; -
e a . . . ; 3 AN
- L » = ) .3.. . - . — L
- - N . — v
. ) " ’ 54“ * o~ ) - -
. s , : .o . Lk




e . ) N . N ° ~ * oF
" M i . - a N . . ) , . . A .
h._ . Ar ‘, fa $¥‘ . - l' P .’_ L. . . B ~. ’
"a . L . L. . v A . .’ *‘ - .
- L. Standardized Regressioﬁ Weights, Squared Multiple. Correlations, .+ . F
: ‘and Statlstlcal Signlficance Tests for Posttest Scores Predicted ! >
, " from Classroom Interaction Contrasts, Adjusted £8r Student Background . n
S, - . Characteristics’ and’ Pretest Scores, Day-School Sample ’ . ¥
S - o .- e . g Ca
. , - N * }St/ - . . . -
* 3 ' ’ - ) ~ - - ' ) :)' ‘ . * hid
. ) a ~ L e ' 1o . log. - . log, .-
o~ 4 - . il o \ . glo : oglO : 810 . - K

L .7 D=8 ° D,-SL  L-§ . P-CT , P-CP -~ P=ST - -

A ) R%'f’or Background nt oo L . . - . o ‘ ‘
and Pretests .60- . .19 J61 - .72 .82. © .76 .

- N LI -.27 -.29 ., ~.28 Tou250 3% .40 N
i . -, F . ' ¥ T T . L
. Ir . L =22 -.23. -.34 .28.- .34 W21
k , . ’ o . .M H ’ N
III- o 40t .27 42 -as . -38%S - L1
¢ ° ~ a %k % * o . 3
5 - IV P *.32 W25 . L27 .10 .02 .09
;‘J ¢ N . ’ ‘ 3 - ‘ ~
EON 2 - @ = R
o8 R™ with Addition ' . : _— ‘
1 - +of Classroom Inter—- =~ - h - ) . S i i
action .Contrasts . 65 © .28 166 .76 - Y85 .81 P

- - N .. . - . L . %

' F (4, 62) Test of LT . - : o
Information A Col
", < +Increase
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3 ftrcmcmmlwdauw‘g\ A e

addition of classroom interaction contrgsts .adds little in an absolute

Ear' SRR :0-\ “ I'
sense to the accuracy of‘prediction of posttest scores (increases in R2 .

A ~
.

\ yary from .04 to .09). - Degpite the.relativély small absolute increases
" < =

\ . - .
-~ » o3
. A P .
f . o N 4 o

S - . _ -\
in the accuracy of the prediction obtained by supplementing background and

4

= )
- ~

pretest information with classroom interaction 1nformat10n, it can be seen

v v

. 'fram the F-test resultg,ln Table 9 that the 1ncreases in predictability

-
.

are statistlcally signifrcant. :& : : X< . .

As we pointed out earlier; the classroom interaction econtrasts apply .

.. .equally to-all ind1v1duals withlnaeach classroom, so great hqmogeneity of e

N ¥ e -

experiences would be reguired in order for these gontrasts to yield a 1arge ,;

absolute increasevin the accuracy of prediction of posttest achievement. The

e

- F—test results relate, however, to re}atlve increases in accuracy aof’ pred1ction.

-

~ These relative 1ncreéSes 1n“fhe accuracy of pred1ction are substantial enough,

» . ,
.;!i ’ N e A 4 » -

even givéh out small sample size, to support further exploration of hypotheses

3 . . . “ K b . K] . . . .
about classroom interactionp . .. ; . .
» * .
I . L

< 'The most. striking aspect of the pattern of standardized regress1on

) - . }‘ P
coefficients presented in Iable 9.is that’ it appears‘that those features
-.n & »

) v L]

.0

v oo of classroom 1nter ction which are as ociated with higher tha would other—
y Fe :

te
. ’

i, T

, B wise be- expected posttagt sc\res on the Oral Proficiency Test . e axes -

=T and II) are associated with*lower than would otherwise be, expected[posttest

[ (I d -

» i

scores on” the Literacy and Decodinngésts (compare the weigh{s in tH

PO Y

left—hand columns of Table -9 opposié“ifLand“TT~wiﬁh thé%ewinmthe‘riéht-w‘. Lot

T

H
n

. hand columns opposite’ I ‘and I1). If We Were'tp take tﬁese_coefficients
- S
e as the -basis for formulating hypotheses about the effectiveness of individual—

ized instruction vs. group instructio%fxthe silent Wway vs. the audiolingual

'd s .
»t‘ .. : g: 5,@@ *
method, an—open and supportive vs. & highly organized and directive: classroom
) ’ ‘f ¥ -
. , . fey " s .
- v N . )
- - - « .-:“ y' .
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‘ 2L ey
Y [ 4 e \ev"
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-
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" .. used analysis of

@A FuirText provided by ERC

. 1is predictive of lower than might otherbiSe‘be'expected oral proficiend¥ -

- e / ® ’ . a ' . , _.h

X i %
> rircinechi 1 De odin. 2 L teracy, } Proflcie c Tests (the rqflcienc
, ng.1,Decoding 2, Liter zrﬂi oligiency Tes ‘P‘ x_”

. climAte,,then we should expect the former, (indivgﬁsalized, supportive, silent

b ~ ]

. way) to 1ead to* iiireased oral proficiency while expecting the latter (grouped

-

directive, audiolingual) to 1ead to increased literacy and decoding skills.
R, o~ . - B
o It appears, therefore, that there is a trade-off in terms of'theeachieVement
. ‘ N .

goals-~what appears to be helpful for oral proficiency appears to be

L) . [ ™

detrimentai for .literacy and decbding, and vice vessa.. The same ,can be said

. . Wt

for axis III, " .

student-student feedback,".since its qecurfence in a classroom

.

(mainly comprehension) but higher than might otherwise _be expected literacy

-and decoding. . A .

.
- . L
‘ ‘ o

Ps > M

5 - Comparlson of Pretest and Posttest’ .
. .Performance in Day-School Classrooms . :

! ‘-4 - i
[ \ . .

H ]
{ . . . .-

. . In ordet’to Study the mean performance of individual classrooms we o
. r : ) 4 du

-

~ . ‘ A . -~ - * .
covariange procedures in which each pretest was the sole .
- / . .

covariate for it respective posttest.

~r £ e

-
. o . -

The prly, exception was for the
Oral froficiency Test, in which oniy the correctness score was investigated
< e - : . - g

and both the Decoding 1 and the John Test were considered, individually,

.. .

as covariates.,

-

.

v ? s - . -
Figures 3 1 thréugh 34§$are plots of the 14 classroom means of pretest

scores (horizontal ax1s) vs. posttest scores (vert1cal ax1s) for the

Ly -

3& PRI

e B o i LY}

[

P means are .in the 1og10 un1ts and are plotted against John Test scores in

s
' Figure 3 4 ang fall Decoding 1 scores in Figure 3.5 because the Proficiency

- 4

, Test had'not been administered as a'pretest). Indfvidual classroons are

.- AY L]
el * . . )

coded'in the.figures by the same letter and number,systed used in ,
’ S . . ¢

,Figure.Zl(page423). . - - o - o
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7?” ) The line-drawn~through the points in each figure is the pooIed—with&n—
“ . . . . . . . o . ) °
classraoms regression- line, and may" be taken as_the peint of reference for
"™ determining.-the adjusted gains or losses of individual classrooms. “*The way
to use this figure is as follows (refer to Figute :3.4): . .
h . , . - g
. : 1. Along\the horizontal ax1s are units of scorgs on the John Test. '
b Assume that a class had a score of 20 on the John Test: in the fall.
2, From(this point, «draw a vertical line to the regressioh line, and .
"o .o, o . - . N ’
.- v . : . . . i
’ *from where this vertical line meets the regressidn line draw a
. Lot . L. a® o 2
x horizontal line to the proficlency score axis, When this procedure
_ . . © Rk
is followed,' the horizontal line from the regression line would \( .
B S . ‘ v 7 e . .
- .. interse&t the vertical axis at about .75, o .
1y . ) . o . '
) .o - e LR
— o - 3, This score (.75) is thé predicted score for classes whose mean
- - » l . . - N _ . ’ -
. gcore on the John Test in the fall was-about 20. . .
: : . —_ g '
. . . 4. Thus, points on the regression line represent predieted sprlng ‘.**‘ -
) - ~ : ; - : . ' o
) L scores on the' test being considered. , ) Ny . <
. » , " . _1 s “‘m ’ .

. 5. The points in the flgure around the regress;on 11ne‘regresent

‘

-

g Co the actual scores. A 1, for example has fallen above the line.' . e

Its actual Sprlng s%ore is better than would be predicted on the e

ba51s of the fall John Test mean for this\class.‘

) e,

6. As can be seen, ‘some classes fall above the line (F, lc, B.1,€.3

. . - “~
.

) and othetd); others fall below (F.la, F 1b and others) o -
z LQLW-L L,.\.. e \_,_.w,g_ "L%“ ’t‘ i !p [ ’ ! ' N

N\.L‘Lu\.,\,.,\_ax__,h , *

-
( /
. These' figurés may be uséH‘ln several dlfférént“wﬁy8“~“{l)“todw R
- <N - 2 .’ . .

2 '_‘ . . compare the same’class on diffetent measures; ) to ¢compare ‘ ;L
;{; . T ,_‘ ditferent classes of he same teacher' an; (3) .to compare the ‘ = .
T ’ performances of classes at dlfferent levels of proficiency. Using.: ' °

f;i " Tigures 3.3 and.3.4, compare’ the.relative positions of F.lc-on i
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the Literacy and Proficiency correctness measures. This class .

- v
E ¥ .
*.

: " is doing- better than predicted on the Proficiency measure and .-

- poorer on the Literacy measure. Now note in Figure 3. %Eéhe three - i
~ ~ . "~ ‘5% A\l .

——

. . classes of teacher F; two are doing poorer. taan predicted '° .

H - x"‘ (F.1a and F. lb) and oné better than predicted (F.lc) Again ) ;

- ' referring to Figure 3.4 we see that 4 of the .6 Levelxlxclasses -.,‘

A XY . ’ A}

’Ix{ _are doing better than predicted}-3 out of 4 of the Level 2 classes . ci

and all of the Level 3 classes are doing as well as or better than

IR predicted.” s ; Tt

Differences in Achievement of;Literacy . -

The Literacy Test scores could 'not be accounted-for solely. by the four

- ‘ . - . - *
‘"7  reliable classroom«interaction contrasts. From Figure 3.3 We see that the

« . N

variation in these scores is probably due to the°eXceptionally good posbttest

-

‘ ’ performance of th level 1 students in classroom C.l. These students begin

4 -

C e @Qﬁ% the year at the very lowest level of performance on the Literacy ;est, | .\_\\‘ ¢
P Y , . !
" but, by the end of the year, tbey are as*literate as students in several '
. : R - . . B -
t i) : . i level 2 and level’3 classrooms.« This performance contrasts markedly w1th
v " . - . 'L v
oo “ * . that of studenng in classroom B, l where sprtng Literéﬁy;Test performance
i ' O & essentfally unchanged from that in ‘the fal Obézously, Leacher C is i

- “r- - .

1ncreas1ng.the English language literacy of l%yel 1 students mofe ‘than other

A P
& by

. L ’, Wt [ Y .
kf,,&mﬁha ~ “i_Fe§°h§E§,?t that Levs ;ﬂk-similar conclus nolds foE Decoe.n L in ’f i a4
m» ettt - s. » \, -k.-
: ) K \« - s e, '&.--—— )—.\ i e S e \«u"\n\z v ‘.N«
Cw Figure 3.1, L «},.
, L . 3 Q\‘ ; " . . f
- ‘ :Q : ’ . ’ ‘5‘ \. . ) ﬁ@}‘/ l * ;V/

s

Differences in Achievement of Decoding Skills

A . .
Ea L4 gy A e
A

[ Lo . s e - ‘
3 e e ..There are real differences among class;p s in terms of Decoding 2 PR

Rl ag UL v . . 1 . - N
. scores wh1ch cannot be accounted for by reliable fferences in observed :
A N NEx? :
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.,, going on with Decoding 2 scores, which in part measures.how well students

L] - =

r. o
< +  Tecan identify sounds and words in English. It seems that certain classroomsiv

\ i .
in which students have the poorest relative grasp of phoneme—grapheme

- .
Ve

P B

4cqﬁﬁ§8pondences in the fall are the very classrooms in which the students'
-‘»
have achieved- a relatively syperior gragp of these correspondgnces by the

-~

5%

.. end of the school year; and vice versa. e .obvious way in which we can
X : . L e 2l ™

7 cht Y .

- L. : . . . R

N / fnterpret these results is to hypothesize that teachers in some sense,

overreact to their stcdents',initial abilities in Englisﬁ‘pronunciation:
& ' ' K ‘ T . © * ~ )
if these abilities are initially minimal, the improvement dis sought; iIf

Fi N .

. these abilities are initially relatively superlor, then .other aspects of
L ' . Lo R 2 .
LT .performance are’ emphasized.f I ‘ - ! . y
QL Lo . ) .
i‘l‘ i) 5 M A (] ) . : ‘ v ’
N Differences'in Achievement of Oral Proficiengy 5\\;‘
1 .t - © .
, As for the Oral Profic1ency Test correctness scores,' little is revealed
- E 4
by .inspection of F1gures 3,4 and 3.5 except that the ach1evement“%f lEvel 1
N . . & - o AR .
’ students in classes E.ia and F.lb is lower than might be.expected. Notice,

K { .

- . ¢

however, that neither the John Test ner the Decoding 1 Test is an optimum

. .o - .
st » predictor for oral proficieney. -.
s -

s s ‘oL ' . . - . ’ —
oL . : » - rs v
Gyt W o co .
Saoay v “ e ' .- . . .o
o N \ - . . s ] @ . . ; '.‘“{%&M)‘V‘ : '
voE ! N s The Structure of Between Classroom n eIy
B _— Variation in the.Adult‘Learning Cente?‘g FN ‘ X
B ) - Lo o o ‘ ' [ .1
T . . -

i I ;
HIRY ]

T
7 he e Qgs evidence oé rather strong relations between‘studént backgréund/awi_l«li

]
-
B i)
8 ) )
e A, - bl ,lzl.
~ 2

¢ . .

performance characterrétics and‘teachef/student4interaction factors at the . '°7
X “ . > [}

. { N
classroom level. We asked whether we might be‘fble to find these relations

- at the level of ind1vidual students ~background characteristics and test
RET . / ,f * , “ . X
= scores and the claSsroom 1nteraction factors; The answe* is yes. S . oY

7 ’!\/,k‘




; . L. v e
! - S x B
SR - 56~ . .
. v . - . e«
£ ] 7 N ~e :- ~. v . i
.‘/< . t, .,:_.,, . . ,
. . All the informatlbn obtained was used in‘one analysis?/ students )
“ 4 \f
- - & -
background charadteristics, their pretest scores*,the‘factor stores for hd }
patterns of classroom interactlon, ahd posttest S§cores. The purpose of e
- . s ,\

) this analysis was to gee’” if there were distlnctlve pattern’)of these domains

of variables. The results are described by four factors in/térms_of whith

.
i . . -

L the' classes may be differentiated’ by background} tlalssroom interaction patterns,
. . : ' a 9-‘ - . g ” .
4 v. . , —s-\ »

o pretest penformance and f;n@l achievement.
* . - - .
We found a tendency for superior Adult Learning Center classrooms to )

¢ . .

\ contain students who have a hlstory of hfgher than average’ English Study - .

'
<

] ;* S in the U. S.,'Level of Former. Job and Educational Level, while having lower
'_.{' - — than‘average‘Age and'Level'of Job in the U. s.” We found'an-association of :

] . N .
' . : . . . e e . '
these characteristies with superior performance on all initial achievement

- . \ ' . . i bl . - » [

. measu;es. I . - . .
L o These 'students wére taught with the "free response mode of 1nteract10n, R
5 . o . o . $ s
. as might seem approprlate for'students of hlgher than average initial ability. .

M PN »
. . - - .
"Studen -student feedback" either difi not occur or was not allpwed; nor was
’ce~corrective feedback—mod'l—practlce paradlgm'used. There |

© N . -

37,1’ c -4s - Q\Aendency for students withln ‘classrooms with 'such a hlgh level of
. .4 .

T the model—pra

¥ k- - ’
i - prior tra1ning and_ 1h1t1al ablllty not to*be asked to read or encouraged‘!z R
: . - ‘ s

N <

‘ ask questions under directlon of the teacher, on the contrary, the principal
: ) . pattern in these qlassrooms is §he ques 1on—anSWer 1nteractio gatt m . el 0%
Laforis s § B dot4 4 U B4 4 L0 A B I ,‘%,. LY % R R e

.

and the "free response’’ format of’ 1nstruct10n. . :
. "y , . X
.. . ; - . y
Lo S i“ Some superior classrooms contained students who had been in this c0untry ¢
. o " S
for a relatively long whlle and who were established in higher 1evel~Jobs. T o
& *

They,also had a h1story of Epglish study in the former-country. _This second "mf e

e " : .. - N .
rd . N - N . LV,
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Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

7
._'/

éype$of class‘had'ekaptional achievement of literacy, along with an‘ab?ve—average

. N
LS

achievement of proficiency. One classroom interaction pattern éharacterlstic.

e

~ -

Ff 'these classes was the "direct-read and/or ask questions" interaction.
. . .

pattern which is hirghly associated with obsttest literacy. Othe; character=-
L

Vg .istic classroom interaction patterns were '"Other" and "Free,' along with the

. ~ - ~

e v "

v uestion—answer-corrective\i:edback—prompt-anSWer sequence.’

i
-

*
. e .
Aothird gro&p of superio classrooms contained well—employed women who

<

» had been relatively well educated Individuals in these classrooms, ﬁho

- ©

Abo%e average performance on the Morano pretest characterizes.this

group. The Morano score is an indicator of gggmmaqical 8kill,- The Oral

°
.

Proficiency correctness score also has its highest lodding on' . this dimension

. as.do the posttest decoding skills. This substantial'achievement could
well be attributed to the high current as well as prior level of employment,
-, “ . N ° -
former ESL training, educational level or sex. (female) of, the individuals

involvéﬁ TWO 1nteract10n patterqs predominated in these classes: the "Other"

. “
‘pattern and the "teacher-direct—student read and/or ask quetion" pattern.

0

0th§§ classroom 1nteractiod patterns are deemphasized including "model- i

< )
: PR ;o
& 2 g c_\q,_,,-...v 5

ctice as weli ad’ questiondanswer~correctiveqfeedbackrprompt—anSWer. e

P o
. 4

Thosg classrodm in which, a more\Supportive and indeidualJzed'pattefn
. e .

of teacher-student intéraction prevaiLeu contained students who were recent

arrivals from Wé;tern Euroﬁe, per ﬁaps not t;\\highiy educated, a bit

e . s

youﬁger than average,’ andvmale. This means, of°course,,€hat&the more highly *

’
.

structured classrooms (e.g., those of teacher F in Figure~2) confained older




. of pretest performance, background characterigtics and classroom interaction

%

by A ° - R
wiﬂiQLan;$W , . . CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS

K —

~ among studerits' character1stics, their 1nitial proficlency, classroom inter—

' others. ‘These classes fell intd three d1stinct groups in wh1cH differént

.in terms of student backgggund characteristicsf initial test perormance,‘

.pxoficiency at the end.of the period of instrdction. It is clear that 1nitial

o.‘.
females of Cliban or Carribeam origin who have been in the United States
i ' - <« " . b . .

for some time. As for test performancé; it is clear that the-recenti

arrivals from Western Europe &ere very deficient.in Decoding 2 skills:
- .

e -

(phoneme—grapheme correspondences) in the fall but heclﬁe excéptlohally
. - . . . . . “ .
proficient by the end of the school yeaff%

% .
. , . - P t. .

This analysis reveals.the complexity and richness of tI~ESL training
S“‘ = 8. - . o » \

P
L, —1 - Y .
34 A ‘ ’ .

student-teacher interaction patterns, and final achievemeht: The Adult,

~ ¢ . .

o L2
Learning Center must be viewed as a dynamic system in which students are

channéled into classrooms which promige to prov1de them with an optimal
- . . et o . ‘ .' - 7
learning experience. - Thgre-are at least’four ways in which @lassrooms

can com¢ to be above average in the ach1evement of Englleh language

- . -

.

proficiency as determined by the’John Test is a go8d acrossfthefboard ’ X

. .

-4

’ £}

guarantee of final proficiency, not surprisfngly; but, among other aspects
. - “a .

N -

T . . - ¥ C oy .

’ L) . -
patterns must be taken'into. account in order ta characterize fully the variety

e - o

of patterns cf achievenent seen in different classrootms.
. 2 e' '
!

S

[N

-4 . ' e
. NP RN QS W W G W T L I o, :
. e F*'”M“““‘*—‘A“:—-ug %

- St **~4k&~\~~us-ouduuc,~'

The single most important analysls in th1s study revealed the 1nteraetions

. .
[CRN ES S <-‘lj~ - 4

~

action patterns, and flnal achievement. Some classes performed better than
v ' . N

.
v ¢

methods-of instruct1qn were°uSed. a




N g

R

v o

. e )
Befbre we commedt on these arrangements, it is<impo?tant to point

. -

out that we are discussing‘ﬁifferential or. réIEtive achiévement and not

absolute achievement. All of the classes made gains in proficiency. Some,
~ N . -

howeVer ' made greater gains than would have been predicted from their

’

-
<

(initial"scores.. We were able to differentiate among these classes in terms

L
. \ - o« - <

of the students' charaéteristics, their initial proficiency and the classroom

. B His A

f M . . -
4

) . . -,
patterns of interaction.

(2NN

.
[ -’
\ .

- ] .
- One type of class of above average achievement was typically composed of

’

‘talking about_materials.

. &ounger §tudents, whq had attained a higher education level, had stydied

? “
d

more English in'the United States, and who in ‘their native country had held
higher status jobs.“This‘type of tlass had higher than average.Oral .
.broﬁiciencflcorrectness scores, but lower scores on the‘méasure of phonic

- skills (Decoding 2). ‘They.were largély taught in the "free response" mode -
whiéh meant that the’students were encouraged to generate English statementsq

The interaction pattern is characterized by\the teacher askidg a question

’
-

and the student answering or also asking questions.
- N M . *

A second type‘of'class was composed of.students who had been in this
o . ¢

- .country for a longer time, who had studied more English in their native

A A
P e ey e e -

‘e
- e

ame i et " . e B R e e G r——

T g
country, and held higher level JObS in this country, These students achieved

{‘! ], ,\- A

&
better than’ 9g~\age proficiency and performed exceptionaily welf on the

r Bl » -~

literacy meagure. They were taught largely in the "direct-read and/or ask

-

questions- pattern ingwhich the teacher directs the students to read some-’

L3 ! ~

thing and ask guestions about it or the students ask_questions. The teacher

) works from a set of materials that form the basis for the questions and -

hid

apswers, The teachers of these classes also used the "Other and "Free

&
~

response' and the "Question—answer—corrective feedback—prOmpt—answer modes.

°

These‘variations reflect the use of different strategies.within a context of

. P
~ . I , L

v




B

'}’~A,third group was composed of females who had higher status jobs,
> T e

o [N

who Were relatively better educated were from Cuba had been here longer, h
. .
‘and who had studied more "English in their native cCountry. Their performance

/r‘».

. was syperior on all measures that required correct usage--the Oral Proficiency
”‘correctness scale, the Morano, and the Decoding Tests. They were taught , ’
largely in the "Other" mode and the "Teacher direct-student read and/or ask

t ' ’ ’ . .

question" modes, .’ ' .
g ) ‘o , ‘ .
These differences suggest a hypothesis. Assume that some_ teacher$ had

1
1

_ chosen the apprbpriate methods for the type of student. Then the hypothesis

»

is that. prof1c1ency is 1ncreased to "the degreerthat the appropriate method

~ ~

i& chosen for™ the type ofﬁﬁtudent.' While this conclusion is hardly startling,

R
. . ; . .

puides for practical action are apparent in the data. The,three types

’

describéd above comprise the majority of ,students in the Adul€ Learning
)

Center. -Presﬁmably the easiest way to. adapt-methods to types of students

A .
is to ggganize classes 1n terms of the students characteristics and to have
- _ . b . . . / L4
teachers use ‘the methods appropriate to thé& type of class.
, . ey ° . .
ThE°Center presently places students in classes on the basis of . the1r
Py .

‘. -.\\.w

evelnofmpnof1c1encz as m%ﬁsured by the John Test; Lt ds 1mportant to note

.

-
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much Additional proficiencyhis achieved. 'If appropriate methods are ‘used

[ -

2 o b\ 5
that it is not the 1n1tial level of proflciency that alone determlnes how z % :

PR o

in relation to, the students' characteristics, greater than expected proficiency
DU ¢ s BIL€ . P ,
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"is achieved. We recommend, therefore:
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1.. That-students‘be'placed in ¢lasses in terms of their

- - -
.

"~ sinitial proficiency and that they also.be grouped within

~ levelsLDEVproficiency, as‘much"as possible, by common
. N ]

background characteristics, and in clusters like thosef

M .
. e~

. described above.' . "‘ ‘ - A o
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;i' ’ "' 2. That teachers be assigned.to thggg claségs whose teaching % .
. N~ .- - .
ii ' . ' style is apprapri§te for the type,;f'sFudent‘ . - .

~ .
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This” second point needs some additional explanation, The vafiations .

. v . .

on the addioiﬁngualwyethod have limited effectiﬁeggss for the types of

.

.

students attending the Center. In some of the first analyses the intefacﬁions .

s
' [IEIN » A
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. . characteristic 6f this method were associated with greater achievement. But,
'- . . ~
s, + ’

’ . . i ‘ ’
- .when we analyzed the interaction patterns in conjunction with ‘the students' .

. . - ¢
- -*
chéraéte;}stics, it appeared that interaction patterns rquiring more free

Y
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. ¢ " . . * ' <
LI responding were more efféctive particularly with students who had studied

L, ! ¢ .

. somévgqflfsh (and again irrespéctive of the actual level of proficiency).

+ . The reader has undoubtedly noticed theygrequthy with which the "Other"

£ i - )

interactioﬁ pattern appeared significant in these analyses. Wien we examined

N P s Teys :
» the varlety‘qf specific ingtances in this category, many of them seemed to

. v
. .

e . require the student to generate language, to think about the language (for
~§% w . . -
taba * '

example)” sorting words #nto their grammatical cdtegories), and to use the
- | . . -~
language for reading and discussion. This category and "free response"
P - -
- . ., i N ‘t . B}
” N appear fre'uently as significant interaction patterns@?articularly in
. s . ' . ~ / . : . . o . - .
eeumanen . cOnjunftion with students' characteristics. The activities in these categories
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o

seem to have i?'EBmmon inﬁreasiné the frequ;npy with wﬁich students use tgs, ; .
’ E//Qénguagé},hotlby im;tatihg ig but by geqeratingitl e T,
v . g " o " ) . .
// . é practical plan might be to use the vgrianﬁs oh'thg audiol?ngual method | '
,ﬁ/ ‘Uwith;students who have the least Pxoficienc}, bd; even, then Lb &igkit-wiﬁh
/ ‘ ‘“the 6thef‘iq£§raétion éé@ﬁerns ;s quickly as possible. Perhaps the next typé
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of interaction pattern to use aftér-some minimal proficiency has been acquired
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< 18 the form of the ''Teacher-direct-student read and/or ask que?;ions." This
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type’ of procedure seems to be a way of helping students to use the language

naturally. But the purpose of using these procedures should be to briné

.
- . .ot .
'

el

the students to free responding. X .

-~

. v \‘ -~
It is clear that no one method or teaching performarice is uniformly
[ . - . L

-

egfective. One cannot really take sides in. an:audiolingual vs. "silent;

-

<

- way" debate en methodology since the effective patterns of teacher behavior

' 2 . . . . R R
cut across the elements of both. This conclus1on is particularly important

-

because the teachers tend to use a consistent style. The effects of this

R AN ~

consistency wers aobarent in the analysis of different classes of the same
+ r A

teacher. One class of a teacher achieved better than predicted; anothér,'

taught in the same way, did less well than predicted. Only when we analyzed -
’ L ) . ' o -
the intetaction patterns with the student characteristics data did we find

£

that'methods robably must be“adapted to specific. characteristics of the | .

students., O\ | ’ .
e . ” . ! t
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The regression analyses indicated that studénts' characteristics were a
. - b
. T & N N .
major predictor oq their sequent achievement. This factor cdnnot be

— . . -

ignored if one wisﬁes to make the system of instruction even more effectives
. S -
: We are not 1mply1ng that _the: Center s teachers c‘ot adap't to the type Qf. .

L - - - .

class; some do- some have selected the appropr1ate method for the class which

- ; -

they are teachirg. But obviously there were ¢lasses for whic

e instructiaonal

«

the Center.'s teache&s
q

;

methods were.1nappropr1ate or less effective. Given

work closely w1th their students, it seems l1ke1y that” g1V1ng tlie teachers more

‘e

5 . . £
.information about their students (such as that provlded by the questionnairggy . e
& .~ \ ‘ :

developed for this study), and learn1ng ‘which procedures ‘are more effectlve >
@

Wlth certa1n types of studerits may be sufflclent to increase the efﬁectlveness
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" . The reader~should~ngcall ;hht this study was no; an evaluation of
the Ceﬁée;:’ It“waé an inténéivéi-in—deptﬁ st;dy of the studenté and-
B teachers of tgg an£er to find ut how : tg.organize insunctibﬁ.
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The results have provided somed hypotheses on which plans of action may
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